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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, July 15, 1993

The House met at 10 a.m.

PRAYER
The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

We pray, almighty God, that as we
strive to know the truth about our-
selves and our world, we do not lose
sight of the gifts of the spirit—that
spirit that gives vigor and vitality and
power to all we do. We know that we
can so easily see the things of the
world—the world of the physical and
the world of what is called reality.
Open our eyes, O God, to see not only
what is before us and around us, but to
see more clearly the reality of the spir-
it that gives rise to hope and love and
to all the values of the heart. Give us,
0O God, Your spirit of love and under-
standing, that binds us to all people
and allows us to serve with gracious-
ness and integrity. Bless us this day
and every day, we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Vis-
CLOsKY] if he would kindly come for-
ward and lead the membership in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. VISCLOSKY led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed, with
amendments in which concurrence of
the House is requested, a bill of the
House of the following title:

H.R. 2034. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to revise and improve veterans’
health programs, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 409. An act to extend the terms of var-
ious patents, and for other purposes.

5. 616. An act to increase the rates of com-
pensation for veterans with service-con-
nected disabilities and the rates of depend-
ency and indemnity compensation for the
survivors of certain disabled veterans.

S. 1130. An act to provide for continuing
authorization of Federal employee leave
transfer and leave bank programs, and for
other purposes.

———

THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC
PLAN IS STRONG ON DEFICIT
REDUCTION

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, it is
high noon again. The conference com-
mittee on the President’s economic
plan starts today.

Mr. Speaker, the President’s plan is
strong on deficit reduction. We will ac-
complish the largest deficit reduction
in history and lock it into a deficit
trust fund.

The rich will pay their share, requir-
ing the 6-percent wealthiest in this
country to pay at least three-fourths of
all the new taxes in the plan.

The President’'s plan creates jobs,
and we target incentives for businesses
to create these jobs. Investment spe-
cifically is targeted to spur growth,
and Social Security is protected. We
will protect older Americans from dra-
conian cuts in Social Security, Medi-
care, and VA benefits that the Repub-
licans have proposed.

Mr. Speaker, the Wall Street Journal
had an analysis of the Republican plan.
There is nothing there. There is no al-
ternative to the President’s economic
plan, one that is equitable, that is fair,
and will get us moving in the economy
again.

R —

THE BUSINESS FOR SMALL
BUSINESS

(Mr. GOODLATTE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker,
President Clinton’s laser beam on the
economy is more of a death ray on
small business and jobs. Perhaps no-
where else in the Clinton agenda is
there a broader chasm between what
this President says and what he does.

In his speech to Congress February
17, 1993, President Clinton said, and I
quote:

Because small business has created such a
high percentage of all the new jobs in our na-

tion over the last 10 to 15 years, our plan in-
cludes the boldest targeted incentives for
small business in history.

And what are those incentives? A job
burning Btu tax and while America’s 50
largest corporations will pay 3 percent
more taxes, small businesses get from
Clinton up to a 60-percent tax hike, and
10 percent capital gains tax increase.
And Clinton’s class warfare soak-the-
rich program: it does not soak the rich.
It drowns small businesses. Bill Clin-
ton's economic program has historic
incentives for small business, all right.
The Clinton incentives encourage
small business to go out of business.

TIME TO SUPPORT AMERICA

(Mrs. MEEK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. MEEK. Mr. Speaker, if we are
going to put people first, we must re-
mind our Republican colleagues of
what this budget debate is really
about. It is about children. The Repub-
licans want to cut funding for child im-
munization and Head Start. Family
preservation provisions passed by the
House will save lives and reduce child
abuse.

This is a deficit cutting package. But
it is also a responsible one. Behind the
facade of the Republican cry over
spending caps is the elimination of pro-
visions aimed at helping children and
poor families. Continued tax breaks for
the rich is not the backbone of our so-
ciety and economy. That was tried and
failed. It is time to pass the President’s
$500 billion deficit reduction plan
which takes responsibility for the defi-
cit that grew out of control during the
Reagan-Bush years.

They will help keep children safe and
improve foster care and adoption as-
sistance for children at risk. If the Re-
publicans have their way, they will
deny increased food assistance to chil-
dren whose families cannot buy enough
food due to high housing costs.

The earned income tax credit will re-
ward poor families that help them-
selves through hard work. I think it is
time for Members of both parties to be
responsible for the decisions we make
today for future generations.

DON'T BET ON IT
(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, will
Clintonomics create jobs, spur eco-
nomic growth, and promote prosperity?

Let us ask those on the front lines of
the economy, the small business own-
ers.

Ralph Reiland, who owns a res-
taurant in Pittsburgh, has this to say
about the Clinton style of Government:

Clinton's mass of proposed new taxes, man-
dates and regulations has spooked American
business, especially the ones that create
jobs. As the owner of a small restaurant I am
looking at higher energy taxes, higher mini-
mum wages, new family leave costs, insur-
ance liability increases, higher alcohol
taxes, new health-care taxes, and smaller en-
tertainment deductions for my customers
. . . I must react to higher costs by cutting
jobs, In fact, I already know which cooks and
servers I have to fire, and I know they have
done nothing wrong.

Mr. Speaker, this story could be re-
peated tenfold.

Will Clintonomics spur economic
growth? Don't bet on it.

——— R —

BOSNIA NEEDS HELP
IMMEDIATELY

(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, the im-
ages from Sarajevo compel me to rise.
We are sickened by the horrible car-
nage wrought by a Serbian mortar
shell striking a crowd waiting to get
water. Twelve people were killed.

After the attack, surgeons were
forced to operate on the wounded with-
out anesthesia, without monitors for
vital signs, with only flashlights for il-
lumination. '

This senseless killing in which we
have somewhere in the neighborhood of
between 140,000 and 200,000 people ei-
ther killed or missing within the last
year is a sad metaphor for the fate of
this city in this once great land.

Sarajevo has not had electricity, tap
water, natural gas for 5 weeks. Dys-
entery is widespread, and diseases are
spreading throughout the city.

Unfortunately we have not allowed
the Bosnians to do much on their own
behalf. We have to act immediately to
fulfill the U.N. mandate to deliver hu-
manitarian aid, and we must lift the
arms embargo to allow the Bosnians to
defend themselves. It is the least, Mr.
Speaker, that we can do.

HIGHEST EARNERS PAY LARGEST
SHARE OF TAXES

(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1

minute.)
Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, as you
know, the Internal Revenue Service

[TRS] just released its analysis of all
tax returns filed in 1991.

Yesterday, I pointed out to our Mem-
bers that raising the top tax rate in
1991 about 10—from 28 to 31 percent—

60-058 O—07 Vol. 139 (Pr. 11) 27

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

had the perverse yet entirely predict-
able affect of decreasing Federal reve-
nues by 6 percent among wealthiest
taxpayers.

Today, I would like to expose and ex-
plode another tax myth that the Clin-
ton administration is promoting to sell
its $322 billion tax increase—the myth
that the rich just don't carry their fair
share of the tax burden.,

According to the IRS' own data, the
top one-half percent of all income earn-
ers pay nearly a quarter of all taxes.
That's right. In 1991, the top 850,000
taxpayers paid $100 billion in taxes out
of a total of $349 billion.

Now, you tell me, when one-half of 1
percent of the people are paying 22 per-
cent of the taxes is that unfair?

Or, is it strictly a demagogic appeal
to mean-spirited and un-American
class warfare?

Mr. Speaker, we won't find the solu-
tion to our deficit problem by raising
taxes. The solution is to decrease the
size of Government. Cut spending first.

0 1010

PRESIDENT CLINTON'S ECONOMIC
PLAN OFFERS REAL CHANGE
AND A BRIGHT FUTURE

(Mr. VISCLOSKY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, Presi-
dent Clinton and the Democrats have a
plan to reduce the deficit by $500 bil-
lion. The Republican plan falls short of
$500 billion while using the same gim-
micks that quadrupled our debt during
the past 12 years.

The Democrats’ plan makes 200 spe-
cific cuts in Federal spending. Even
though the Republicans say ‘‘cut
spending first'’ their latest plan didn't
offer even one additional cut above
what is included in President Clinton's
plan.

The Democrats make the richest 6
percent of Americans pay 75 percent of
all new taxes. The Republicans protect
the rich at the expense of our children,
and the middle class.

The Democrats’ plan has created
lower interest rates, making it easier
to own a home. In fact, refinancing a
$100,000 mortgage from 10 to 7.5 percent
will save working Americans $175 a
month, which more than offsets the $17
a month in increased taxes.

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that the eco-
nomic plan proposed by President Clin-
ton and the Democrats is good for the
country. It offers real change and it
will work to secure the brightest fu-
ture for our Nation.

R —

NORTH AMERICAN FREE-TRADE
AGREEMENT

(Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska asked
and was given permission to address
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the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, opponents of the North Amer-
ican Free-Trade Agreement [NAFTA]
keep pulling rabbits out of the hat in
trying to justify their continued oppo-
sition to NAFTA.

First, they say there is no way that
the American worker can compete
against low-paid Mexican workers, de-
spite the fact that American workers
are already competing and winning, as
reflected in our trade surplus with
Mexico.

Then, leftist environmental groups
hold up Judge Richey's decision requir-
ing the administration to submit an
environmental impact study on
NAFTA, despite the fact that NAFTA
will allow us to help Mexico improve
its environmental standards.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to quit the
magic act and look at the fact that
NAFTA will increase trade—period.
And, anytime you increase trade, you
create jobs and increase the standard
of living—these are proven historical
facts.

I urge my colleagues to approve
NAFTA.

GENOCIDE GOES UNCHECKED IN
BOSNIA

(Mr. OLVER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, genocide
continues in Bosnia. In 50 years, the
United Nations has never proved so im-
potent. In fact the United Nations has
encouraged genocide by denying
Bosnia—one of its members—the fun-
damental right of self defense.

No atrocity, not 200,000 slaughtered
for their religion, not deliberate star-
vation of besieged refugees, not whole-
sale destruction of religious shrines,
not bombardment of children in school-
yards or people lined up to get water or
mourners burying their dead; not even
the death of wounded and premature
babies in hospitals denied medicine and
fuel and electricity to operate is
enough to shame the European Com-
munity to action.

The only unabashedly Communist
dictator left in Europe who boasts of
the final solution, using Hitler's very
words, will be given exactly what he
wants.

And the United States, the world’s
beacon of religious freedom and ethnic
diversity, and the most powerful na-
tion in history, does nothing. What a
disgraceful performance.

AMERICANS ARE SAYING CUT
SPENDING FIRST

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, during
the break I had the experience of trav-
eling to 16 cities in my district and I
talked and spoke to people. Most im-
portantly, I listened.

It is still out there, they are still
saying it: *‘Cut spending first.”

They know that since 1982 we have
had five tax increases designed to re-
duce the deficit. Congress was quick to
increase taxes, but when it came time
to do the cutting, Congress had forgot-
ten all about it. Not one of the five had
reduced the deficit or done anything to
reduce our national debt.

The people also know that they are
paying about 40 to 50 percent of their
income in taxes. You add it up—and I
challenge folks who are listening to do
this—you add up your property tax,
your sales tax, your utility tax, your
insurance premium taxes, ad valorem
taxes, your license fees, your income
tax on city, State, and Federal levels,
and you are already paying more than
you need to be paying. You are patri-
otic enough, you do not need to invest.

Two weeks ago, I had the opportunity
to speak to some Soviet Georgians, and
I asked them, ‘‘What is your highest
tax bracket?"' And they said, ‘22 per-
cent."”” That is from a former Com-
munist country.

Mr. Speaker, folks in my district and
all over America are saying it right:
**Cut spending first."

APPROVAL OF CLINTON PLAN—A
STEP TOWARD BALANCING FED-
ERAL BUDGET

(Mr. BARLOW asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BARLOW. Mr. Speaker, as we
move toward conference, I want to ask
the American people to join together
and send a message to the naysayers in
Congress to quit bickering, tell the
truth and pass the President's budget.
Of course, there are things in this pro-
posed budget that must not stand final
passage, especially the barge tax and
Btu tax that will unduly harm the
barge industry and farmers. However,
with a few changes, the President’s
budget will serve as a very important
first step for America toward the even-
tual balancing of the Federal budget.

To those in the minority, I say: Quit
distorting the facts. Rise above par-
tisan politics and pull together for the
benefit of our Nation that I know you
respect and love. The truth is that the
budget plan that we passed does cut
the overall spending trend. It does pro-
vide $500 billion in deficit reduction
over the next 5 years rather than only
$335 billion as the minority has pro-
posed. It does make those citizens who
have benefited the most pay their fair
share while keeping taxes low on work-
ing men and women. We must show the
American people that we can success-
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fully rise to meet our national chal-
lenges. America's economic future
hangs in the balance.

DEMOCRATS, SAVE YOUR PRESI-
DENT: VOTE AGAINST HIS PLAN

(Mr. ARMEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, President
Clinton’s administration is again show-
ing why they cannot be trusted with
words or numbers.

First, they redefine income to allege
that only the rich will pay the tax in-
crease, the largest in American his-
tory.

Mr. Speaker, now, to answer the crit-
icism that his plan will clobber small
business, the Clinton Treasury Depart-
ment has defined away small business.
As the Wall Street Journal reports, the
Treasury Department ‘‘refuses to count
anybody who gets more than half his
income as wage or salary, which effec-
tively whittles the business-owning
population down from 21 million to 7
million.”

It does not matter how President
Clinton messes up the English lan-
guage, the reality is that nearly 1 mil-
lion small business owners are going to
face a whopping tax increase under the
Clinton plan. It is small business, my
Democrat friends, that creates three
out of four new jobs in the economy.

You cannot raise taxes $300 billion
and only effect the rich.

I implore my Democrat friends, save
your President, vote against his plan.
After all, you owe it to yourselves.

UNITED STATES LACKING IN RE-
SOLVE ON TRAGEDY IN FORMER
YUGOSLAVIA

(Mr. HASTINGS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to express my outrage over the
situation in the former Yugoslavia. I
am not, this morning, advocating that
we take one position or another, or
even that we endorse one side over an-
other. I am saying that we cannot be
seduced into forgetting about the con-
flict because it is easier to push it out
of our minds than it is to remember
that these people are suffering tremen-
dously and we have done little to help
them.

Sarajevo has not had water, natural
gas, or electricity in weeks. Schools
have been closed, food supplies are vir-
tually nonexistent. People on all sides
of the conflict are being slaughtered
mercilessly while their leaders are
stalling the peace talks and strutting
about with pathetic machismo.

I understand the President’s position
on avoiding unilateral actions and
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agree that the European Community
must also take responsibility for bring-
ing about a resolution to this conflict.
But even if we cannot solve the situa-
tion singlehandedly, we cannot stop
thinking about the children who go to
sleep at night worrying if there will
still be a roof over their heads when
they awake. The children of the former
Yugoslavia are not going to camp this
summer—they are dodging mortar.
They are not complaining about having
to get up to go to school in the morn-
ings—they are already out looking for
food.

We cannot ignore the fact that lives
are being ruined and families are being
destroyed. Do I have an answer? No. Do
I have a better idea than that already
put forth by this administration? No.
What do I plan to do about it? I plan to
remember every single day that while
my own children are safe and my moth-
er is well taken care of, that people
only a short plane ride away are being
massacred because of intangible
hatreds and long-remembered slights. I
will think about them, pray for their
safety and hope that someday they will
forgive us for our lack of resolve.

0O 1020

HEALTH CARE FOR ILLEGAL
ALIENS

(Mr. BAKER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I am in shock.

President Clinton and the Democrats
in Congress want to provide $300 mil-
lion so illegal aliens can have health
care at taxpayer expense.

At a time when not all Americans
have health insurance, when our Fed-
eral debt and deficit are at record
highs, and when this administration is
about to pass the largest tax increase
in the history of the world, how can the
President even consider spending one
dime for health care for illegal aliens?

I can tell you that my constituents
in Contra Costa and Alameda Counties
in California do not want to pay the
medical bills for people who sneak into
this country. First, they want Amer-
ican citizens to have access to quality,
affordable health care.

I am still outraged to know that ille-
gal aliens already receive some Federal
medical assistance free of charge. But
to add insult to injury, the President
wants to make the Federal Govern-
ment foot the whole bill.

This makes no sense at all. The
President and the Democrats in this
body are sending a message to the
world: *'If you have a problem, come to
the United States, we'll take care of
you."

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues
and our President to rethink this hor-
rendous idea.
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FLOOD LOSSES BY FARMERS

(Mr. MINGE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to correct disinformation that ap-
peared last night on the CBS News re-
garding flooding losses suffered by
farmers. The thrust of the report was
that these farmers do not deserve as-
sistance from their Government be-
cause they chose not to have flood in-
surance. Such logic would suggest that
people who choose to live in California
should not be entitled to earthquake
relief and people who choose to live in
Florida or Hawaii should not be enti-
tled to hurricane relief.

More importantly, for thousands of
farmers who did purchase insurance,
the insurance program itself is a disas-
ter.

These farmers cannot collect a thin
dime because they were not able to
plant the seed. They have seen their
coverage disappear because the Draco-
nian provisions of the program further
penalize them because they could not
plant on time due to the flooding.

Mr. Speaker, the people in my home
State of Minnesota have not seen a dis-
aster of this dimension for 100 years. If
the Government is not here to help
them in this time of crisis, then I ask,
what does the Government exist for?

DEMOCRATIC SPENDING

(Mr. WALKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, the tax-
and-spend Democrats are at it again.
They have come to the floor today
claiming that what they want to do is
tax the rich, but the American people
have already figured out that the rich
in their definition are $20,000 a year
families and small business operators.

And what are all those new taxes
going to go for? Well, they have told us
today what they are going to go for.
They are going to go for bigger Govern-
ment. The country is better, they be-
lieve, when the Government is bigger.

Just look at the national service bill
they have on the floor right now that
adds 25,000 new Federal employees in
the name of bigger Government.

They also want more welfare. Listen
to the people who have talked here
today. No matter how they couch the
terms, the reality is that they want
more social welfare spending. They
want welfare, rather than work. They
want spending, rather than saving.
They want bigger Government, rather
than better Government.

The American people have figured
this all out. That is why the Democrats
have become so worried. Their welfare
state is not wanted by the people who

have to pay the bill.
Not one Republican is expected to
vote for the tax-and-spend package.
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Every dime of new taxes will be Demo-
crat taxes. Every dime of new debt will
be Democrat debt. Every dime of new
spending will be Democrat spending.
Every dime of new deficit will be Dem-
ocrat deficit.

OUR RIDICULOUS CHINA POLICY

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr, TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the
free traders in Congress have given
China most-favored-nation trade sta-
tus. They say that China is moving to-
ward new free market reform.

Check out this new reform. China has
a new consumer protection law. Here is
how it works. If you do shoddy work,
you can get a life sentence in jail. If
you knowingly produce a faulty prod-
uct, Mr. Speaker, you get the death
penalty.

I guess those two prison laborers over
there are saying, ‘‘What happened to
number 1267

They are saying, “Well, he made a
faulty toaster."

Mr. Speaker, this is not reform. This
is ridiculous. China is now our No. 2
trade deficit partner, and it is time we
straightened it out.

This is not reform. This is stretching
quality control a little too far. The free
traders better take a look at it.

T — R —
NAFTA, THE JOB KILLER

{Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
why is our Trade Representative in
such a hurry to force the flawed North
American Free-Trade Agreement on
the American people? The North Amer-
ican Free-Trade Agreement is a job
killer,

What happens to small business
under NAFTA? Recently over July 4, I
visited a cement plant in Medina, OH,
in my district. Workers and manage-
ment are scared to death of the North
American Free-Trade Agreement. How
do they compete with a large American
firm that moves to Mexico and hires
workers at 58 cents an hour and avoids
environmental laws and evades job
safety and child labor laws? How do
they compete?

If a plant leaves Ohio or leaves the
United States and moves south,
NAFTA, the job killer, kills commu-
nities. It hurts the schools. It hurts
other businesses. It hurts insurance
agents and florists and all kinds of re-
tail outlets that serve those workers
that are now unemployed.

Mr. President, slow down and get it
right. Get it right for American busi-
ness, get it right for American jobs, get
it right for American workers.
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Mr. Speaker, the more the American
people know about NAFTA, the less
they like it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OLVER). The gentleman should address
his remarks to the Chair and not to the
President.

HEALTH CARE FOR ILLEGAL
ALIENS

(Mr. COLLINS of Georgia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, the House version of the tax bill, or
so-called deficit reduction bill, includes
$300 million in Medicaid funds for addi-
tional health benefits to illegal aliens.
In the 6 months I have served in this
body, I have seen some bad legislation.
But the proposal to spend $300 million
more of taxpayers hard-earned dollars
to pay the health care costs of illegal
aliens takes the cake,.

I hope those Members who are op-
posed to spending Federal dollars on il-
legal aliens will use their influence to
encourage the House conferees to strip
this $300 million boondoggle from the
budget proposal. The time has come for
this body to take responsibility for
how it spends the hard-earned dollars
of American taxpayers.

Mr. Speaker, we do not know for sure
how many illegal aliens are residing in
this country today, but the number is
estimated to be at least 5 million. This
number is increasing daily, and accord-
ing to one study the cost of supporting
these illegal aliens is at least §7 billion
annually.

During the July recess, I had meet-
ings with over 150 business and civic
leaders from my district. Their mes-
sage was to cut benefits for illegal
aliens and defeat the Clinton tax plan.

APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL
CONFEREES ON H.R. 2264, OMNI-
BUS BUDGET RECONCILIATION
ACT OF 1993

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OLVER). Without objection, the Chair
appoints the following additional con-
ferees on H.R. 2264, the Omnibus Budg-
et Reconciliation Act of 1993:

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Agriculture, for consid-
eration of title I and section 9005 (a)-(c)
and (f) of the House bill, and title I and
section 5001, 5002 (a), (b) and (d), and
5003 of the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference: Messrs. DE LA GARZA, ROSE,
GLICKMAN, VOLKMER, PENNY, ROBERTS,
EMERSON, and GUNDERSON.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Government Operations,
for consideration of sections 1405(c) of
the House bill, and that portion of sec-
tion 1201 which adds a new section
305(c)(4) to the Rural Electrification
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Act, of the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference: Messrs. CONYERS, ENGLISH of
Oklahoma, PETERSON of Minnesota,
BARRETT of Wisconsin, WASHINGTON,
CLINGER, MCCANDLESS, and HASTERT.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Government Operations,
for consideration of those portions of
section 4002 which add new sections
453(a)(3) and 456(a)(2) to the Higher
Education Act, 4029 and 13560 of the
House bill, and those portions of sec-
tion 12011 which add new section
453(a)(4) and 456(a)(2) to the Higher
Education Act, of the Senate amend-
ment, and modifications committeed
to conference: Mr. CONYERS, Mrs. COL-
LINS of Illinois, and Messrs. TOWNS,
WAXMAN, SPRATT, CLINGER, MCCAND-
LESS, and HASTERT.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Government Operations,
for consideration of section 9008 of the
House bill, and modifications commit-
ted to conference: Mr. CONYERS, Mrs.
CoLLINS of Illinois, and Messrs.
SPRATT, SYNAR, WASHINGTON, CLINGER,
MCCANDLESS, and HASTERT.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Government Operations,
for consideration of title XVI and sec-
tions 15001-111, 15206, and 15301 of the
House bill, and modifications commit-
ted to conference: Messrs. CONYERS,
SPRATT, and WAXMAN, Mrs. COLLINS of
Illinois, and Messrs. SYNAR, CLINGER,
MCCANDLESS, and HASTERT.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on the Judiciary for consid-
eration of title VII of the House bill,
and title XI and section 12047(a) of the
Senate amendment, and modifications

committed to conference: Messrs.
BROOKS, HUGHES, EDWARDS of Califor-
nia, CONYERS, SYNAR, MOORHEAD,

COBLE, and FISH.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on the Judiciary, for con-
sideration of section 4025(7) and that
portion of section 5203 which adds a
new section 309(j)(8) to the Commu-
nications Act of 1934, of the House bill,
and that portion of section 12011 which
adds a new section 455(j) to the Higher
Education Act, 12045(7), of the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Messrs. BROOKS,
CONYERS, and SYNAR, Mrs. SCHROEDER,
and Messrs. BERMAN, FISH, GALLEGLY,
and MOORHEAD.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on the Judiciary, for con-
sideration of section 12105 of the Sen-
ate amendment, and modifications
committed to conference: Messrs.
BROOKS, BRYANT, GLICKMAN, FRANK of
Massachusetts, BERMAN, GEKAS,
RAMSTAD, and FISH.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the right to object.

The SPEAKER. The Chair advises
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER] that these are the Speaker’s
additional appointments to the con-
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ference committee under rule X. Unan-
imous consent is not required under
the rule, and consequently reservations
of objection are not in order.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. WALKER. Just before the Speak-
er took the chair, the action before the
House then was without objection that
these appointments would be made. I
understand rule X, but are we going to
now revise the procedure on the floor,
and is the Speaker announcing such?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is
correct.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
that my amendment be considered as
an en bloc amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
to the gentleman that that request is
not necessary. The gentleman from
Florida [Mr. STEARNS] is recognized for
5 minutes in support of his amendment.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STEARNS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent tha: all time on
this amendment, and all amendments
thereto, be confined to 20 minutes on
each side, with the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. STEARNS] controlling half
of the time and myself controlling half
of that time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ilinois?

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, that is sat-
isfactory. As I understand it, the re-
quest is just for my amendment; it
does not apply to subsequent amend-
ments?

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, let me say that
the gentleman is correct.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The request is only
for the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. STEARNS] and
all amendments thereto.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
YATES] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. STEARNS] will be recognized for 20
minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to offer an amendment which would re-
duce funding for the National Endow-
ment for the Arts by 5 percent. This
cut would result in a $8.7 million reduc-
tion from the $174.5 million amount re-
quested by the committee and leave
$165.9 million to the NEA.

For the last several years, I have of-
fered amendments to the Interior ap-
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propriations bill to reduce funding for
the National Endowment for the Arts. I
continue to feel strongly that the U.S.
Government must take a stern ap-
proach in reducing our national deficit.
In these times of budgetary crisis, it is
necessary to reduce funding for a pro-
gram that is not vital to the economic
health of this Nation,

We must concentrate our resources
on what is absolutely necessary, not
just desirable. I seriously question Fed-
eral funding of the NEA when private
funding for the arts was $9.32 billion in
1992. When the vast majority of arts
funding comes from private sources,
why is NEA funding considered abso-
lutely necessary when our deficit con-
tinues to climb toward $400 billion?

When Congress is asking our con-
stituents back home to accept more
taxes, how can we justify spending
$174.5 million on this program. Often-
times when I am on the floor of the
House, I hear Members comment that
an $8 or $10 million reduction is not
significant, but let me assure you $8
million is significant back home. The
$8.7 million that we save here can be
spent on a school lunch program or a
Head Start Program.

Throughout the past few weeks, we
have cut spending in many programs,
both large and small. These proposals
have spanned from the elimination of
the superconducting super collider and
a reduction in the space station to re-
ductions in construction costs of Fed-
eral buildings. We will continue to see
similar proposals in the appropriations
bills that have not yet reached the
floor of the House. In light of this, it
seems appropriate that we should re-
duce the funding of such a controver-
sial program as the NEA.

This current funding proposal for the
NEA is $39 million more than the fund-
ing for breast and cervical cancer pre-
vention passed earlier this year. We
must ask ourselves what is more im-
portant—promotion of the arts or the
health of the women of this Nation?

Several years ago, the NEA was in-
volved in tremendous controversy over
funding programs that were considered
unfit for public viewing. More recently
though, the NEA has litigated with art-
ists who claim discrimination against
their artwork. When these subsidies re-
sult in so much controversy, we should
review the existence and the impor-
tance of funding this organization.
These court battles have absorbed even
more of our taxpayers’ money. It
makes sense to reduce the funding
level so the NEA can fund only the
most important cultural projects and
avoid projects which could result in
controversy.

My colleagues, we simply must
prioritize our spending, and a 5-percent
cut in the NEA is a good place to start.
We must continue to be diligent in our
spending reductions. Although this $8.7
million reduction is a small start, it is
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a start nonetheless,
somewhere.

Last, many Members have asked me
to cut more. I understand their con-
cern, but I think this is a good start.
And for those Members who did not
want to eliminate the NEA but wanted
a vote on this matter showing that
they wanted to reduce NEA funding, I
believe this amendment is a fair way to
do that.

We must begin

0 1040

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, my good friend, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. STEARNS],
predicated his argument upon the same
arguments that were presented yester-
day by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. CRANE], and I think that in the
course of that debate it was shown that
the figures used by the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. CRANE] to indicate that
there was no need for public funding of
the arts anymore because private fund-
ing had increased to the point where it
could adequately supply funds for all
the arts organizations in the country,
were in error. Nothing is further from
the truth, Mr. Chairman.

Just as the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. CRANE] used distorted figures, my
friend, the gentleman from Florida,
uses the same figures when he quotes
the sum of $9 billion being available
annually for the arts from private
sources. I read, in response to the argu-
ment by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. CRANE], that that was an inappro-
priate figure. The facts from the docu-
ment that had been used to establish
that figure are that the figure was es-
tablished not on the basis only for the
arts. It was established based upon a
category that included, as well, funds
for the humanities and funds for so-
called culture. When we consider the
amount of funds that went into the
other two subcategories, it leaves a rel-
atively low sum available for the arts.

For example, the figure is based upon
grants to organizations such as com-
munications organizations like film,
video, and holography, television,
print, publishing, newspapers, literary
journals, publishers, producers of print
material, radio, also to history muse-
ums, to marine and maritime muse-
ums, to natural history and natural
science museums, anthropological and
Native American museums, science and
technological museums, sports, hobby
museums, specialized museums, art
history, history and archeology, classi-
cal languages, foreign language
schools—I could go on and on, Mr.
Chairman. This is just about half of the
organizations which received grants
that are included in that figure and
which have no relationship to the arts.

So that figure is totally irrelevant in
making an argument that arts organi-
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zations receive this vast amount of pri-
vate funds.

In addition to that, Mr. Chairman,
my friend, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. STEARNS], talked about the sensa-
tional art that NEA was financing. The
fact is, Mr. Chairman, that it is an ab-
erration of the usual grant when NEA
has art that is sensational. You could
count them on the fingers of both
hands, compared to the amount of
grants by NEA that are the kind of
grants that the people of America want
and cherish and which make up their
approval of the arts endowment.

So I say to my friend, the gentleman
from Florida, that his cut will hurt
NEA. A cut of $8.7 million will have
enormous impact upon the arts funding
in this country. It will mean the dif-
ference between life and death for num-
bers of arts organizations which depend
upon NEA and upon the private giving
that NEA stimulates, the private giv-
ing that each grant requires in order
that the grant be approved, a match of
one to one, from private giving, or
more than that, up to as much as 1 to
5 or 1 to 10 in many circumstances. If
this seed money is cut out by this kind
of amendment, an amendment that de-
prives the arts of over $8 million, Mr.
Chairman, the arts indeed will be ter-
ribly, terribly hurt.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the gentle-
man’'s amendment is disapproved.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I have just a few com-
ments. I want my friend and colleague,
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
YATES], to know how much respect I
have for him. I think he does an able
job presenting the other side.

The argument I am trying to make
here is one of fiscal restraint, and I
would say this to the gentleman: He
and I have talked about this over a pe-
riod of 2 or 3 months now, and my argu-
ment this morning is that if all pro-
grams in Congress are talking a reduc-
tion of 1 or 2 percent, certainly the
NEA could take a reduction of 5 per-
cent.

0 1050

I want to say to the gentleman I un-
derstand the budget this year has only
gone up about $100,000 over last year,
and I think that is a good step. I want
to compliment the gentleman for that.
But I would say to the gentleman, a 5-
percent cut in anything is probably a
prudent position, and I think the seed
money the gentleman is talking about
could be garnered through more effi-
cient operation, or in many ways
prioritized the different projects you
were going to award for.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, I want
to begin by reiterating my respect for
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
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YATES]. The gentleman certainly is a
worthy proponent of the arts on the
House floor. Yesterday, with great sor-
row I voted for total abolition of NEA
funds. Why? Because of the arrogance
of a handful of people who continue to
offend the sensibilities of hardworking
American taxpayers by funding dis-
gusting and sophomoric pseudo-art.
Yes, these offensive works can be
counted on the fingers of two hands,
out of thousands of grants, but these
instances of arrogance, blasphemy, and
desecration of American virtues make
up in offense what they lack in num-
bers., The assault on virtues held dear
to the overwhelming majority of Amer-
ican people are so egregious and so ar-
rogant that we must have at least this
5-percent cut. We must get a message
across to the bureaucrats who admin-
ister the National Endowment for the
Arts that we are not going to tolerate
this filth. How else are we ever going
to get control of these precious dollars
for the arts?

Now, I would say to my colleague,
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
YATES], that I was driving around Los
Angeles last weekend. While driving
through the Sepulveda Pass from the
west Los Angeles area to the San Fer-
nando Valley, I saw giant cranes build-
ing one of the Nation's largest art mu-
seums. This was sponsored by one per-
son, long gone to his eternal reward, J.
Paul Getty.

The Getty Foundation is building a
museum in the hills of the Santa
Monica Park area that will cost more
than the entire NEA appropriation.

If we should take the $9.2 billion fig-
ure of private money spent on general
cultural projects and whittle it down
because I did not hear a bottom line
figure from the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. YaTES]. If it is $9 billion and you
take out all the maritime museums
and everything else that the gentleman
enumerated, what is it, §7, $6, 85, $4, $2
billion that the private sector spent on
art?

The last Van Gogh painting on the
market sold for more than 30 percent of
the entire NEA budget. This painting
was created by an artist who never sold
a painting in his life.

I mentioned a column yesterday by a
great commentator, Mona Charen, and
I just want to read two paragraphs. Be-
fore that, however, I went to talk again
about this Whitney Museum in New
York, because yesterday we nitpicked
to death whether or not the $200,000
given in the last 2 years to the Whitney
Museum of New York City has spent on
one of these offensive, ugly, blas-
phemous displays. The question is
whether or not if we give $200,000 of
taxpayer funds to turn on the lights, to
heat or cool the place, to pay for the
security guards, the cleaning people.
We are paying for this particular abject
art exhibit. Are we not being more
than disingenuous, and maybe a little



15834

phony, to say that no public money is
going to the ugly exhibit that is at the
Whitney Museum at this moment?
Does the money just melt into thin
air?

Listen to what Mona Charen says
about our country. She says,

This moral swamp we have allowed to
emerge threatens the United States far more
than huge budget deficits, a failing edu-
cational system or the challenges of global
competition.

She said in a paragraph earlier,

Liberals, evangelists of the sexual revolu-
tion, never believed that by devaluing chas-
tity they would be devaluing women. An in-
formation survey of 50 youngsters from a va-
riety of neighborhoods in the New York area
conducted by the New York Times reveals
the coarse and vulgar world in which teen-
agers now react. This is a world in which ro-
mance is gone—replaced by easy sex and
trashy language. Ask the girls, who are al-
most universally addressed as bitch in New
York City, whether free sex has resulted in
greater respect.

Would we like to take some of these
kids to the Whitney Museum right
there at 945 Madison Avenue on the
corner of 75th Street? I went to the
first and second grades in New York
City, not six blocks from this museum.
Imagine that we take them to this pub-
licly funded institution on a field trip,
and what do they see? This abject art
exhibit, with a young woman relieving
herself in a toilet; a three-foot mound
of excrement; a dismembered sculpture
of two women engaging in sodomy;
framed samples of baby fecal stains; a
film by two homosexual men called
Skull, and then the street word for
intercourse, where one man is shown—
and again I cannot read this—inserting
his head into another human being’s
body and then engaging in more per-
version, a film titled ‘'Spy’’ with Jesus
Christ our Savior depicted as a woman
standing naked with all of the genita-
lia exposed.

Mr. Chairman, I repeat what I said
yesterday: there should be a ground
rule that the tax dollars from hard-
working men and women across this
country should never go to anything
that we cannot discuss in detail on the
floor of this House.

You bet I come to the floor in sup-
port of the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. STEARNS].

I came to the floor a few weeks ago
and read a phrase from George Wash-
ington’s first inaugural address. I saw
the original document in the Archives
in his own handwriting. The Father of
our Country said there is an ‘‘indissol-
uble link between virtue and happi-
ness.'” That is 1789.

Many people do not like to speak
about virtue here on the House floor.
They are afraid that speaking of virtue
might seem to suggest that we elected
officials are forcing our morality on
those that we represent. That is the
view of those who believe that we live
in a tyrannical political system with

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Members of Congress dictating to the
entire country their own personal
whims.

Well, nothing is further from the
truth. Just the opposite is the fact
with the National Endowment for the
Arts. When the NEA can fund indi-
rectly—hear that word, colleagues—in-
directly, $200,000 to the Whitney Mu-
seum to set up this abject art exhibit
and one on rape, the American people
are disgusted. These exhibits are a dis-
grace when our country leads the world
in rape, with every 15 seconds someone
being raped in this country alone. Then
we call this garbage, this degrading of
women and our whole society, art.
Please vote for this 5-percent cut.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to respond to the
convoluted reasoning of some of my col-
leagues. They contend that even though the
Whitney receives indirect funding through the
NEA no funds went toward this particular ex-
hibit. If Federal funds given to an institution
are not in any way used for major exhibits
within that institution, then what are the funds
used for? If the Whitney can put on exhibits
without the NEA then why do we fund them?
It has been conceded that the Whitney does
not need the NEA to put on its exhibits. That
is the argument we have been making over
the last couple of days. Let the Whitney con-
tinue their work without taxpayer funds. | com-
mend the following article to my colleagues'
attention.

[From the Washington Times, July 6, 1993]

ART TURNS HEADS, STOMACHS
(By Joyce Price)

As Congress considers bills to reauthorize
the National Endowment for the Arts, an
NEA-funded museum in New York is display-
ing an art exhibit featuring images of excre-
ment and homoerotic acts.

A catalog for the “Abject Art: Repulsion
and Desire" exhibit at the Whitney Museum
of American Art says the show is intended to
“confront taboo issues of gender and sexual-
ity" using subject matter offensive to con-
servatives.

The catalog's introduction explains that
“abject art" is a “‘body of work which incor-
porates or suggests abject materials such as
dirt, hair, excrement, dead animals men-
strual blood and rotting food."

Martin Mawyer, president of the Christian
Action Network (CAN), viewed the show last
week.

“The goal of the exhibit was to repulse,
and I was repulsed,"” Mr. Mawyer said. I
guess that makes me an art connoisseur.”

The NEA, which has endured several bat-
tles over its funding of controversial artists
and artworks, has given $302,000 to the Whit-
ney Museum since 1990.

Since 1991, the federal arts endowment has
provided $65,000 to the Whitney's Independ-
ent Study Program, which mounted both
‘‘Abject Art"” and a second exhibit, ‘‘The
Subject of Rape.” The two exhibits currently
are the only ones on display at the museum.

Whitney spokesman Steven Schlough said
the “Abject Art" exhibit has not received
funds from the NEA or any other govern-
ment source.

“Of the Independent Study Program's
$£350,000 annual budget, the $20,000 received
last year from the NEA was allocated en-
tirely for operating costs of the museum’s
studies programs,” Mr. Schlough said.
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CAN officials this week hand-delivered let-
ters to the 114 freshman members of Con-
gress and Republican congressional leaders
urging them to abolish the NEA. The letter
cites ““Abject Art"” as a prime reason to end
NEA funding.

Mr. Mawyer blamed the depictions in the
exhibit on the Clinton administration.

Although the Whitney's Independent Study
Program was last awarded an NEA grant in
1992, during the Bush administration, Mr.
Mawyer charged that ““the fact that no one is
at the helm of the NEA is exactly why these
types of grants get abused at museums."’

In the absence of a permanent chairman,
the NEA is being run by Anna Steele, a sen-
ior deputy director.

“1 feel that if Anne-Imelda Radice were
still at the helm of the NEA, she would have
denounced the exhibit and demanded the
money back," Mr. Mawyer said.

Miss Radice took over as NEA chairman
after President Bush fired John Frohnmayer.
She won the support of many conservatives
by insisting that are supported by the en-
dowment should reflect the values of the ma-
jority of Americans.

NEA spokeswoman Ginny Terzano said the
CAN president's comments ‘‘indicate how
Mr. Mawyer's organization and other special
interest groups spread misinformation about
this agency.”

**The [Whitney] grant was awarded by the
previous administration. For him to blame it
on the lack of a Clinton-appointed head of
the endowment makes absolutely no sense,"
Ms. Terzano said.

As for "*Abject Art,”" the museum catalog
says the exhibit was ‘*deemed urgent' be-
cause of recent American politics.

The introduction decries the ‘‘art censor-
ship'" of the late 1980s and early 1990s, the
“verbal attacks on artists such as Robert
Mapplethorpe, Andres Serrano, ... Annie
Sprinkle and Karen Finley" and the “‘rhet-
oric” of “Jesse Helms, Patrick Buchanan,
and David Duke, not to mention Presidents
Reagan and Bush."

“Employing methodologies adapted from
feminism, gueer theory, post-structuralism,
Marxism and psychoanalysis, our goal is to
talk dirty in the institution and degrade its
atmosphere of purity and prudery.,” wrote
Jack Ben-Levi, Craig Houser, Leslie C. Jones
and Simon Taylor, all participants in the
Whitney's Independent Study Program dur-
ing 1992-93.

“Abject Art" includes depictions of:

A 3-foot mound of “synthetic’’ excrement.

A dismembered sculpture of two women en-
gaging in oral sex.

A film showing one man pushing his head
into another man's rectum.

A film titled “A Spy,” which depicts Jesus
Christ as a woman standing naked with her
breasts exposed.

A film by porn star Annie Sprinkle titled
“The Sluts and Goddesses Video Workshop
or How to be a Sex Goddess in 101 Easy
Steps.”

Andres Serrano’s “‘Piss Christ,"” a photo of
a crucifix standing in a jar of urine, and the
late Robert Mapplethorne's ‘‘Self-Portrait,”
a photo showing him with a bullwhip in his
rectum.

In the CAN letter, Mr. Mawyer tells fresh-
man House members they “‘have been elected
to Congress to reform a government fraught
with waste and fraud. The NEA is a classic
example . . . There exists no principled rea-
son for allowing the federal government to
fund art—especially when that art may not
reflect the values and culture of the tax-
payers footing the bill."”
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He also points out that the Serrano and
Mapplethorpe works included in the show ig-
nited the political controversy that has sur-
rounded the NEA since the late 1980s. The
Serrano and Mapplethorpe works are the
“‘same two pieces of art which the House
chose to defend in 1989," he says in the let-
ter.

The House cut $45,000—the total amount
the NEA had provided in grants for two ex-
hibits that included the Serrano and
Mapplethorpe photographs—from the endow-
ment's budget in fiscal 1990.

One freshman House member, Peter T,
King, New York Republican, said Thursday
he “‘opposes the NEA™' and will vote to strike
the $174.59 million in funding being sought
for the agency in fiscal 1994. That amount is
$130,000 over current funding levels.

Mr. Chairman, | come to the floor today in
support of Mr. STEARN's amendment. There
are many good arguments for cutting the NEA,
but the most compelling | believe is that the
NEA no longer serves the taxpayers of our
country. American art used to represent the
virtues of our country. Pre-postmodern artists
were trying to push the American pioneering
spirit of adventure into the realm of art and in-
tellect. Instead of those explorations, today we
find callow pandering to the worst in the
human spirit. This infantile shock art passes
for intellectual and spiritual sustenance. | have
already detailed some of the worst abuses of
the NEA but | would like to keep focused on
the larger issue. Because in this NEA-funded
art, we find an assassination of virtue.

| came to the floor a few weeks ago to read
a phrase from George Washington's first inau-
gural address. In that address our first Presi-
dent said that there is an “indissoluble link be-
tween virtue and happiness.”

Many people don't like to speak about virtue
here on the floor of the House. They are afraid
that speaking of virtue might seem to suggest
that we elected officials are forcing our moral-
ity on those that we represent. That is the
view of those who believe that we live in a ty-
rannical political system with Members of Con-
gress dictating to the entire country our own
personal whims. Nothing could be further from
the truth. We are here because we represent
people, citizens, who have consented for
these 2 years to give us legislative power over
this body and the laws of this Nation. They
have empowered us to come here and try to
write laws that conform to the virtues of our
community. These laws are the moral instru-
ments of our day. Their essence is profoundly
moral. We are here to say how our affairs will
be conducted, how our public money will be
spent and how America should move forward.
If our Federal Government is not constantly
fighting for excellence and virtue on every
front, the Nation's stable happiness will be de-
graded.

For these reasons, | believe an NEA that
does not fit with the virtue of our communities
should cease to exist.

Yes, art can make us question our society,
our norms, and our roles. That is why last
year $9.32 billion was spent in the private sec-
tor on art, an incredible increase of $1.42 bil-
lion over the previous year. Allow the critique
of capitalism, the critique of virtue, the critique
of America to take place on someone else’s
dime. My constituents are striving for a more
virtuous world, and one in which they can bet-
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ter attain happiness. The NEA is no longer a
part of that world. Therefore, | urge everyone
to support the Stearn amendment.
REFLECTED IN THE WHIRLPOOL RITUAL
(By Mona Charen)

Venture with me once more into the world
liberalism has created; New York City. New
York has been governed politically, educa-
tionally, spiritually and morally by liberal
ideas for at least 30 years. Fads that merely
sideswiped other parts of the nation—like
high-school condom distribution and a thera-
peutic approach to crime—have become in-
stitutional pillars of New York's liberal su-
perstructure.

So how are they doing? One of the things
liberals told us they could manage so much
better than anyone else was the treatment of
women,

News item: At least five teen-age boys
have been arrested during the past week in
New York for engaging in gang molestation
of girls in public swimming pools. In a ritual
called *‘the whirlpool,'’ reports the New York
Times, as many as 20 to 30 boys ranging in
age from 12 to 17 link arms and surround a
lone girl. They chant a slogan popular at
basketball games—''Oops, there it is"—and
then attack her, dunking her head under
water, frequently tearing off her bathing suit
top and sometimes grabbing at her breasts
and genitals. This is high humor for the
boys, perhaps especially if the girl is reduced
to sobs of fear and humiliation.

All right, you say. Teen-agers misbehave.
How can you possibly blame liberalism?

Consider the response of Betty Gotbaum,
New York City commissioner of parks and
appointee (presumably) of Liberal Mayor
David Dinkins. She is the authority here.
She is the representative of society's mores.
Here's what she said: ““This has been going
on since time immemorial. And it's not
right. But . . . we just have had a really bad
five days.”

No, New York has had a bad 30 years. ‘‘It's
not right’" is about the most tepid censure in
the lexicon. How about ‘“‘It's outrageous and
will not be tolerated.” Moreover, Miss
Gotbaum betrays her limitations by suggest-
ing that this behavior has been going on
since ‘‘time immemorial."” It has not. This
kind of contempt for and cruelty to women
wasn’'t a part of the America I grew up in. It
wasn't a part of my mother's America either.
Women were never treated this way in the
worst days of the Great Depression or in the
most libertine era of the Wild West.

No, it required the concentrated assault on
“bourgeois values’’ that began in the '60s to
so0 thoroughly unravel the fabric of civility
that had previously survived war, depression
and natural disasters.

An informal survey of 50 youngsters from a
variety of neighborhoods in the New York
area conducted by the New York Times re-
veals the coarse and vulgar world in which
teen-agers now interact. This is a world in
which romance is gone—replaced by easy sex
and trash language. Liberals, evangelists of
the sexual revolution, never believed that by
devaluing chastity they'd be devaluing
women. But ask the girls who are almost
universally addressed as ‘“bitch” in New
York City whether free sex has resulted in
greater respect.

The term “bitch” is no accident. It lit-
erally refers to a female dog. And the girls
reciprocate by addressing boys as ‘‘dogs.”
Derrick James, 18, of Bogota, N.J., was asked
by the Times how he accounted for the pred-
atory, pack behavior of teenage boys.

“It's nature,” he explained. ‘‘Look at a fe-
male dog and a male dog: Its the same thing.
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You see 20 male dogs on a female dog. It's
the male nature in a way."

S0 much for 5,000 years of civilization in-
sisting that human beings, creatures created
in the image and likeness of God, are not
mere dogs in heat and are capable of better
behavior.

This moral swamp we have allowed to
emerge threatens the United States far more
than huge budget deficits, a failing edu-
cational system or the challenges of global
competition,

In my lifetime we have gone from a world
in which men customarily rose from their
chairs when a woman entered the room to a
world in which a l4-year-old cannot swim in
a public pool without fear of sexual assault.

It’s been a steep decline.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to respond to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DORNAN]. Apparently the gentleman
did not hear my reply yesterday that I
received from the Arts Endowment.
The Arts Endowment specifically says
it did not supply the money for the art
exhibit to which the gentleman makes
reference. That was a student project.
It was funded by private funds given to
the Whitney Museum. It was not fund-
ed by NEA.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
HOUGHTON].

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I
was going to talk a little bit about
arithmetic, for the NEA but I would
like to start off talking about the
Whitney Museum.

Mr. Chairman, I think that these are
false accusations. The Whitney Mu-
seum is one of the great museums in
this country. Every 2 years it has a
project which exposes the American
public to all the avant garde art. There
it is, out there, for everyone to see.
Some is great, some is horrible; some is
good, some enduring. Then they cut
the program. This is all, repeat all, pri-
vately funded. The accusations against
the Whitney, in brief, are a red herring.

In any event, I rise here today in op-
position to the Stearns amendment. I
have great respect for the gentleman
from Florida, I understand where he is
coming from. I understand the desire
to cut expenses and to be a responsible
public servant.

But frankly, I think this is a ridicu-
lous approach. If you do not like Fed-
eral support of the arts, say so. But do
not nibble. Nibbling does not produce
cost cuts. If one does not like the size
of the Federal expense budget, cut it.
Do not wave at it. Do not toy with it.
That is not how you really get a big,
important savings.

But I have a feeling, and I, of course,
may be wrong, that the real thrust in
this amendment is not to cut costs at
all. It is to eliminate Federal arts fund-
ing altogether. The words are not
there, but the arithmetic is.

Two years ago there was a suggestion
to cut $7 million; 1 year ago there was
a suggestion to cut $3 million. This
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year it is $8.7 million. At a compounded
rate, you eliminate the whole arts
budget in 6 years.

Private funds help big cities. They do
not help rural communities. I live in a
small community. Over the years we
have contributed privately, both cor-
porately and individually, more fund-
ing for the arts than I suppose almost
any community our size in the coun-
try. It still was not enough. NEA came
to the rescue, along with State funds.
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The private funds will not do it
alone, and cultural training is not an
exotic area out there by itself. It is
education, just as reading and writing
means education.

Do we cut Spanish from schools be-
cause we are mad at El Salvador? Do
we cut science because of the Chal-
lenger tragedy?

If we are going to cut because we
have budget difficulties, then cut—do
it—and tell people why. Do not camou-
flage the objective.

Once again, I plead that we not ap-
pear brave, which we are in fact
timid—and in the process, snip at the
edges. This gives us the worst of both
worlds. We keep a program we really do
not want while we delay the death no-
tice.

Frankly,
about here.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute and 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN].

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of this very fair and
reasonable and moderate amendment
by the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
STEARNS]. I commend him for offering
this amendment, and I thank him for
yielding time to me.

When a family is broke and not only
broke but deeply in debt, they spend
their limited resources on the basics
like food, clothing, shelter and medical
care. They do not spend their limited
funds on expensive artwork.

Our Nation is in that same situation
today. As almost everyone knows, we
have a national debt of over $4 trillion,
$4.2 trillion. As staggering as that is
and as bad as that is, even worse, if
something could be worse, is that we
are continuing to lose money at the
Federal level of almost $1 billion a day
every day. Today we will lose almost $1
billion in the Federal Government.

We have got to cut spending. Every
place I go today, my constituents are
saying, cut spending first. All over the
Nation we are hearing that cry. In the
national media, from Prime Time Live
to many other national organizations,
we are hearing the cry of reducing
spending,

The national polls show that 75 to 80
percent of the American people want us
to balance the budget. Yet we cannot
do it unless we start cutting some-
place. This will save at least $8.9 mil-

that is not what we are
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lion. At least it is a start. I urge my
colleagues to support his very reason-
able effort by the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. STEARNS].

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. DICKS].

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, yesterday
the distinguished gentleman from Mon-
tana [Mr. WILLIAMS] came to the floor.
There has been a question raised here
about some of the grants that have
been made by the National Endowment
for the Arts. I would argue that over
its history, we are talking about 100,000
grant applications that have been made
by the Endowment. In very few cases
has anyone raised a question about the
judgment of the Endowment.

In some instances, money is awarded
to an artist under the artists program,
the new artists program. And we do not
know for sure just exactly what they
are going to do.

But in order to deal with this issue,
as the gentleman from Montana [Mr.
WiLLiaMs] pointed out yesterday, I
want to read this language into the
RECORD, he said, and I quote him, and
this is the language that was put into
the legislation reauthorizing the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts, that is,
“Obscenity is without artistic merit, is
not protected speech, and shall not be
funded by the National Endowment for
the Arts.” As he said, ““The debate is
over. The debate is over. It is illegal for
the National Endowment for the Arts
to fund obscenity.”

In fact, here in the statute, it says,
this is under section (b), “Section 5(d)
of the National Foundation on the Arts
and the Humanities Act of 1965 is
amended to read as follows:

No payment shall be made under this sec-
tion except upon application therefor which
is submitted to the National Endowment for
the Arts in accordance with regulations is-
sued and procedures established by the chair-
person. In establishing such regulations and
procedures, the chairperson shall ensure that
“artistic excellence and artistic merit are
the criteria by which applications are
judged, taking into consideration general
standards of decency and respect for the di-
verse beliefs and values of the American pub-
lic; and (2) applications are consistent with
the purposes of this section. Such regula-
tions and procedures shall clearly indicate
that obscenity is without artistic merit, is
not protected speech, and shall not be fund-
ed. Projects, productions, workshops, and
programs that are determined to be obscene
are prohibited from receiving financial as-
sistance under this act from the National
Endowment for the Arts.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, as I said
before, the exhibition which was re-
ferred to in the debate during the
course of this as being an indecent ex-
hibition was not paid for by the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the point
I am making is, we have a panel sys-
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tem which consists of some of the very
best people in this country who review
these applications for funding very
closely. The record, over a period from
1966 to 1993, is extraordinary, The
amount of money in this budget today
is below the 1992 funding level. Con-
gress has cut this budget back, has re-
duced this funding.

The other thing is, if we factor in in-
flation, we are continuing to erode the
amount of money that is there for the
National Endowment for the Arts. I
frankly am embarrassed that we are
not doing more for the arts in this
country than we are. So I would urge
my colleagues, knowing full well that
the gentleman is offering a sincere
amendment, not an amendment to
eliminate the arts but a sincere effort
to reduce it, but I think the commit-
tee, again, has done a good job. We
have done the work. We have looked at
the fiscal realities. We have held the
funding down.

I would urge the House to reject this
amendment.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. BURTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, whether we are talking about di-
rect or indirect taxpayer support of
pornographic arts, it amounts to the
same thing, as far as I am concerned.
The gentleman over here keeps saying
that none of the money that went from
the National Endowment for the Arts
went to fund this pornographic art ex-
hibit at the Whitney Museum. The fact
of the matter is, let me state this
clearly, like the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DORNAN] did, $200,000 of tax-
payers money went to the Whitney Mu-
seum.

The Whitney Museum put on this ex-
hibition that has a young woman uri-
nating in the toilet, a 3-foot mound of
excrement, a dismembered sculpture of
two women having oral sex, and on and
on. Maybe there was not a direct sub-
sidy of that art, but the fact of the
matter is the museum that gave this
demonstration or gave this exhibition
was being funded by the National En-
dowment for the Arts.

The American taxpayers do not want
their tax dollars spent for that. Very
pure and simple, if my colleagues go
out to any district in the country and
start talking about this thing, they do
not want direct or indirect subsidies of
pornographic art. We have got enough
problems with the fiscal problems of
this Nation right now without using
taxpayers dollars for this. The debt is
$4.35 trillion; the deficit is running $300
billion, $400 billion a year. We are
spending taxpayers dollars for this.

Members say it is not undermining
the moral fiber of this country. We
have more rapes, more sexual crimes,
more violent crimes than we have ever
had before in the history of this coun-
try, and we wonder why it is happen-
ing. It is because our kids get a steady
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diet of this in the movies and on tele-
vision and even with our taxpayers dol-
lars directly or indirectly funding this
kind of trash.

For the gentleman from Florida to
offer a minimal 5-percent cut, I think,
is the right direction that this Con-
gress ought to take. Yesterday we had
a complete cut of the National Endow-
ment for the Arts. I voted for that, not
because I am not for the symphonies or
ballets or other forms of art that is
helpful to a society like ours, but be-
cause we want to send a message to the
National Endowment for the Arts that
we do not want our taxpayers dollars
being spent for this kind of pornog-
raphy.

We could not get that passed. I sub-
mit to my colleagues, a small 5-percent
cut will at least send a message to the
National Endowment for the Arts that
we do not want the taxpayers, the
hard-earned money of the people of this
country going for this kind of trash, di-
rectly or indirectly.

I will say to the gentleman one more
time, $200,000 came from the NEA to
the Whitney Museum that sponsored
this trashy pornographic exhibition.
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Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I
would ask the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. YATES] if he has any more speak-
ers:

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I would
tell the gentleman I have one more
speaker,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. YATES] has one more
speaker, and is entitled to close.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr, Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume, in
order to finish my concluding com-
ments.

Without belaboring this amendment,
Mr. Chairman, it is merely a 6-percent
reduction. I ask my colleagues who
wanted to vote for some type of spend-
ing reduction, this is their oppor-
tunity. I think that the debate has
shown that most programs in Congress
have been reduced. This is one that
should be.

The argument that the private sector
is not providing $9.2 billion, as the gen-
tleman from California [Mr, DORNAN]
has pointed out, maybe it is not §9.2
billion, maybe it is $9 billion, but at
any rate, it is a multiple of what the
Federal Government has been doing.
Before this whole program was started
under President Lyndon Johnson, we
were able to fund the arts adequately
through private funds.

My position is that this is a modest
reduction, and I ask my colleagues to
support it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, respecting what the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]
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has said about the funds going to the
Whitney, the Whitney receives both
public funds and receives private funds.
Public funds were not used for this ex-
hibition. Private funds were used for
this exhibition. If I remember the argu-
ments made by the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. BURTON] and by those who
speak, as he does, against the arts ordi-
narily, he said, ‘‘I do not care what you
do with your private funds, you can do
anything you like, you cannot do it
with public funds.”

Public funds were not used for this
purpose. The Whitney used private
funds for that purpose. The gentleman
may think, as he does, that money is
fungible and if we had not given this
money, the NEA money, the exhibition
would not have taken place.

The exhibition would have taken
place without the NEA funds, because
it was financed by private funds.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, let me
point out that the arts are considered
an integral part of a student’s edu-
cation. I quote from the speech of the
Secretary of Education, Mr. Riley, on
March 17, 1993, when he said: “Our lit-
erature, paintings, dance, and music
are part of what defines us as Ameri-
cans. Those subjects are just as impor-
tant as history, politics, and geography
in understanding what it means to be
an American."”’

I would add science to that, Mr.
Chairman. The National Science Foun-
dation receives $3 billion a year for dis-
tribution, for its grants and for edu-
cation in the sciences and mathematics
throughout the country. Yet we com-
pare the paltry sums that the arts re-
ceive for education with the amount of
education that is financed by the Na-
tional Science Foundation.

I think our education requires the
well-roundedness that the arts bring to
this. I have no opposition or hostility
to the National Science Foundation
grants for education purposes. I think
they are excellent. I think we have to
establish a foundation in the sciences
and in mathematics, but I believe also
that we have to teach the arts; that we
deprive our children of this country of
the opportunity of listening to Mozart
and to Beethoven and to the great com-
posers, and to see the artists as they go
to the museums, the Impressionists
and everybody else, if we approve a cut
of the kind of the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. STEARNS].

I hope, Mr. Chairman,
amendment will be defeated.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. STEARNS].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it,

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I de-

mand a recorded vote.

that this
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A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 240, noes 184,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 330]

AYES—240
Allard Goodling Ortiz
Andrews (TX) Gordon Orton
Applegate Goss Oxley
Archer Grams Parker
Armey Grandy Paxon
Bacchus (FL) Greenwood Payne (VA)
Bachus (AL) Gunderson Penny
Baker (CA) Hall (TX) Peterson (MN)
Baker (LA) Hamilton Petri
Ballenger Hancock Pickett
Barcia Hansen Pombo
Barrett (NE) Hastert Porter
Bartlett Hayes Portman
Barton Hefley Poshard
Bateman Herger Pryce (OH)
Bentley Hoagland Quillen
Bereuter Hobson Quinn
Bilirakis Hoekstra Rahall
Bliley Hoke Ramstad
Blute Holden Ravenel
Boehlert Huffington Regula
Boehner Hunter Ridge
Bonilla Hutchinson Roberts
Brewster Hutto Roemer
Browder Hyde Rogers
Brown (OH) Inglis Rohrabacher
Bunning Inhofe Ros-Lehtinen
Burton Inslee Roth
Buyer Istook Roukema
Callahan Jacobs Rowland
Calvert Johnson (CT) Royce
Camp Joh (GA) Sa um
Canady Johnson, 8am Saxton
Cantwell Kanjorski Schaefer
Chapman Kaptur Schiff
Coble Kasich Sensenbrenner
Collins (GA) Kim Shaw
Combest King Shays
Condit Kingston Shuster
Cooper Klug Sisisky
Costello Knollenberg Skelton
Cox Kyl Slattery
Cramer Lambert Smith (MI)
Crane Laughlin Smith (NJ)
Crapo Lazio Smith (OR)
Cunningham Levy Smith (TX)
de la Garza Lewis (FL) Snowe
Deal Lightfoot Solomon
DeFazio Linder Spence
DeLay Lipinski Spratt
Derrick Livingston Stearns
Diaz-Balart Lloyd Stenholm
Dickey Long Stump
Dooley Manzullo Sundquist
Doolittle Margolies- Swett
Dornan Mezvinsky Talent
Dreier Martinez Tanner
Duncan McCandless Taylor (M8)
Dunn McCloskey Taylor (NC)
Edwards (TX) MecCollum Thomas (CA)
Emerson McCrery Thomas (WY)
English (OK) McCurdy Thornton
Everett McDade Thurman
Ewing McHale Torkildsen
Fawell McHugh Traficant
Fields (TX) Mclnnis Upton
Fingerhut McKeon Valentine
Fish McMillan Visclosky
Fowler MeNulty Volkmer
Franks (CT) Meyers Vucanovich
Franks (NJ) Mica Walker
Frost Michel Walsh
Gallegly Miller (FL) Weldon
Gallo Minge Wise
Cekas Molinari Wolf
Geren Montgomery Wynn
Gibbons Moorhead Young (AK)
Gilchrest Murphy Zeliff
Gillmor Myers Zimmer
Gingrich Neal (NC)
Goodlatte Nussle

NOES—184
Abercrombie Barca Beilenson
Andrews (ME) Barlow Berman
Andrews (NJ) Barrett (WI) Bilbray
Baesler Becerra Bishop
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Blackwell Hefner Pallone
Bonior Hilliard Pastor
Borski Hinchey Payne (NJ)
Boucher Hochbrueckner Pelosi
Brooks Horn Peterson (FL)
Brown (CA) Houghton Pickle
Brown (FL) Hoyer Price (NC)
Bryant Hughes Rangel
Byrne Jefferson Reed
Cardin Johnson (SD) Reynolds
Carr Johnson, E, B. Richardson
Castle Johnston Romero-Barcelo
Clay Kennedy (PR}
Clayton Kennelly Rose
Clement Kildee Rostenkowski
Clinger Kleczka Roybal-Allard
Clyburn Klein Rush
Coleman Klink Sabo
Collins (IL) Kopetski Sanders
Collins (MI) Kreidler Sangmeister
Coppersmith LaFalce Sawyer
Coyne Lancaster Schenk
Danner Lantos Schroeder
Darden LaRocco Schumer
de Lugo (VI) Leach Scott
DeLauro Levin Serrano
Dellums Lewis (CA) Sharp
Deutsch Lewis (GA) Shepherd
Dicks Lowey Skaggs
Dingell Machtley Skeen
Dixon Maloney Slaughter
Durbin Mann Smith (IA)
Edwards (CA) Manton Stark
Engel Markey Stokes
English (AZ) Matsul Strickland
Eshoo Mazzoll Studds
Evans McDermott Stupak
Farr McKinney Swift
Fazio Meehan Synar
Fields (LA) Meek Tejeda
Filner Menendez Thompson
Flake Mfume Torricelli
Foglietta Miller (CA) Tucker
Ford (MI) Mineta Underwood (GU)
Ford (TN) Mink Unsoeld
Frank (MA) Moakley Velazquez
Furse Mollohan Vento
Gejdenson Moran Washington
Gephardt Morella Waters
Gilman Murtha Watt
Glickman Nadler Wheat
Gonzalez Natcher Whitten
Green Neal (MA) Williams
Gutierrez Norton (DC) Wilson
Hall (OH) Oberstar Woolsey
Hamburg Obey Wyden
Harman Olver Yates
Hastings Owens
NOT VOTING—15

Ackerman Kolbe Torres
Bevill Lehman Towns
Conyers Packard Waxman
Faleomavaega Pomeroy Young (FL)

(AS) Sarpalius
Henry Tauzin
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Kolbe for, with Mr. Waxman against.

Mr. Packard for, with Mr. Ackerman
against.

Mr. SHARP changed his vote from
Ilaye!‘ t‘o l\no-l|

Messrs. ENGLISH of Oklahoma,
DOOLITTLE, and ORTIZ changed their
vote from ‘‘no’’ to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YATES

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. YATES: On page
84, after line 18, insert:

SEC. 308. None of the funds in this Act may
be used to plan, prepare, or offer for sale tim-
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ber from trees classified as giant sequoia
(sequoiadendron giganteum) which are lo-
cated on National Forest System or Bureau
of Land Management lands.

Mr. YATES (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, this is an
amendment that prohibits the use of
any of the funds in the act to plan, pre-
pare, or offer for sale timber from trees
that are classified as giant sequoias. I
do not think all of you who have not
seen the giant sequoias know what
magnificent specimens they are. Too
many have already been cut in the har-
vests that have taken place. Only a few
remain. This amendment seeks to pro-
tect those that remain from being cut
down in the future.

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word to inquire whether this is an
amendment to the appropriation.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has
offered the amendment.

Mr. THOMAS of California. In what
way does this relate to section 308 of
title III, which was subject to a point
of order as legislation on an appropria-
tions bill yesterday?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair cannot
interpret the amendment. No point of
order was made against the amend-
ment.

Mr. THOMAS of California. I under-
stand that.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMAS of California. Certainly
I yield to the chairman.

Mr. YATES. 1 thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I will tell the gentleman that the
point of order was addressed to the sec-
tion as a whole, and the section as a
whole contained the following lan-
guage; that is, this language plus,
“Until an environmental assessment
has been completed and the giant se-
quoia management implementation
plan is approved,” and that is obvi-
ously legislative language. This is not.
I am offering this as a funding limita-
tion.

Mr. THOMAS of California. Could the
chairman tell me how this amendment
affects the mediated settlement be-
tween environmentalists and the For-
est Service dealing with the protection
and preservation of the giant sequoia?

Mr. YATES. They are working on an
environmental assessment at the
present time.

Mr. THOMAS of California. The me-
diated settlement has been agreed
upon. How does this affect that medi-
ated settlement?

Mr. YATES. I do not think it affects
it in any way.
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Mr. THOMAS of California. The
chairman does not think it affects it?

Mr. YATES. If the gentleman is ask-
ing me that question, I will tell the
gentleman I think that the language
that was stricken yesterday which car-
ried conditions may have had some-
thing that the gentleman wanted, that
conditioned the action. This says that
none of the funds may be used to de-
stroy those trees.

Mr. THOMAS of California. Can the
chairman tell me under what law giant
sequoias can currently be planned, pre-
pared, or offered for sale?

Mr. YATES. Well, under the general
legislation which authorizes the Forest
Service to offer timber in the national
forests for sale.

Mr. THOMAS of California. Does the
chairman know that it is against the
law to log giant sequoias? And not only
is it against the law to log giant se-
quoias, but the mediated settlement
creates a significant buffer zone around
the giant sequoia, and not only is it il-
legal to harvest giant sequoia, it is ille-
gal to harvest any tree with a diameter
greater than 30 inches anywhere near
the buffer zone of the giant sequoia.
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I need to know the reason for this
language, since it is totally super-
fluous.

Mr. YATES. Well, it may be totally
superfluous. The information we have
is the giant sequoia is still under
threat for destruction of that kind.

Mr. THOMAS of California. The pur-
pose of the mediated settlement was to
make sure that they were not under
threat.

Mr. YATES. Well, this language goes
further and says they shall not be
under further threat.

Mr. THOMAS of California. It is
against the law to do this.

Mr. YATES. Well, then, none of the
funds may be used for that purpose.

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr.
Chairman, this is exactly the kind of
amendment that drives this House
crazy. Currently, nothing can be done
that this amendment is trying to pre-
vent. You cannot do what the amend-
ment says it wants to prevent from
being done.

Now, I guess we can be redundant on
every point and every subject in the
universe to give somebody some assur-
ance somewhere.

What this body should be doing is
dealing with relevancy. This amend-
ment is totally irrelevant to what is
going on in the real world.

Mr. VENTO., Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

I commend the gentleman for persist-
ing on this amendment, notwithstand-
ing the fact there are points of order
yesterday where he could have, I think,
dealt with some of the concerns of the
gentleman from California.

The existing limitation, I under-
stand, is a restriction in the appropria-
tion bill today, so one set expires this
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year and the agreements, obviously,
are administrative agreements, so they
do not provide necessarily—I hope
ideally they would—but they do not
necessarily provide the protection that
the chairman rightfully, and the Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, is seeking
for these giant sequoias in California.

Furthermore, there are other ex-
penses that are involved in other ex-
penditures that could take place short
of cutting the tree.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentleman
on this point.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I should
point out to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia that I am advised by staff that
there is no law on the books forbiding
the cutting down of giant sequoias. The
only protection the giant sequoias have
had over the years is the funds limita-
tion that we have put in our appropria-
tions bill every year, which has had the
force of law. There is no law on the
books at the present time, I will tell
the gentleman.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I would
urge support for the amendment, and
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am a little confused
about the form of the amendment,
given the discussion the chairman and

I had yesterday.

As I understand this amendment, it
is a funds limitation amendment. It is
therefore an amendment that is sup-
posed to come at the end of the bill
after the motion to rise.

The chairman explained to me yes-
terday that I could not have such a
funds limitation amendment to deal
with the problems of the Midwest flood
because that would not be proper form.

Now the chairman himself comes
along and offers a funds limitation
amendment on his own, while denying
me the opportunity to come to the
floor to try to deal with the Midwest
flood situation in a responsible way by
limiting funding.

Can the gentleman explain to me
why it is not proper for this Member to
deal with the subject matter of some
importance, and the chairman himself
offers an amendment that would other-
wise not be in order?

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman has the same rights as I have in
offering this amendment. As I under-
stand it, this amendment is subject to
a point of order because it was not
made after rising. The point of order
was not made. Had it been made, it
might have been sustained. I do not
know that anybody had a point of order
against this amendment, because we
struck the legislative provisions on a
point of order yesterday.
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If the gentleman wants to offer his
amendment at this time, I propose to
make a point of order against it.

The gentleman has the same rights
as I have of offering an amendment,
subject to the House rules.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his explanation.

I guess what we are going to have to
do then, Mr. Chairman, is demand ab-
solute order in the House, because in
all honesty it was not clear what was
happening here.

I certainly would have made a point
of order if clearly this was happening.

Since the gentleman has indicated
that he would not allow others the
same rights that he has taken for him-
self, it seems to me then that we are
going to have to make some points of
order to prevent this kind of thing
from happening on the floor.

It seems to me that what is good for
the leaders of the committee out here
ought to be good for the rest of the
membership in the House.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, that is exactly
the fact here. As I explained to the gen-
tleman, it was subject to a point of
order.

I have asked unanimous consent to
withdraw my amendment at this time,
because the gentleman felt that he was
unfairly dealt with at the time the
amendment was read.

Mr. Chairman, I, therefore, ask unan-
imous consent to withdraw that
amendment at this time and ask that
it be presented at this time.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] is
withdrawn.

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
reoffer the amendment?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YATES

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I reoffer
the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. YATES:

SEC. 308. None of the funds in this Act may
be used to plan, prepare, or offer for sale tim-
ber from trees classified as giant sequoia
(sequoiadendron giganteum) which are lo-
cated on National Forest System or Bureau
of Land Management lands.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. THOMAS of California.
Chairman, I rise to a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I believe this amendment is
out of order, because under the rule a
limitation amendment cannot be pre-
sented until after the motion to rise
has been defeated, and, therefore, it is
not appropriate to offer this amend-
ment at this time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Illinois wish to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I concede
the point of order.

Mr.
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The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The
point of order is conceded, and the
Chair sustains the point of order.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YATES

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. YATES: Page 15,
line 2 after ““‘program' insert the following:

‘¢, $38,400 for a lump-sum payment to Mar-
lene Anita Hudson of Washington, District of
Columbia, which payment shall be in addi-
tion to any other amount that is otherwise
payable under any other provision of law
based on the death of James A. Hudson’'.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, this is a
provision to pay to the widow and the
family of a National Park Service em-
ployee who for B years was a temporary
employee of the National Park Service.
As a temporary employee, he did not
enjoy any of the privileges of perma-
nent employment, and obviously he
was continued as a temporary em-
ployee during a period when he should
have been shifted to permanent em-
ployment which would have entitled
him to the benefits which are con-
tained in this bill.

He was an employee whose services
were described by all those who knew
him, by his superiors, by his super-
visors, as being super-excellent. He was
conscientious. He was industrious. He
did good work.

It is the purpose of this amendment
to indicate to the Park Service that,
the extended use of temporary employ-
ees is a practice that ought not to be
continued and that, where the Service
has situations of this kind of tem-
porary employment, it ought to be cor-
rected.

00 1150

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all time on this amendment
be limited to 20 minutes, 10 minutes on
our side, and 10 minutes on the other
side.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

Mr. WALKER. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Chairman, I do not intend
to object to the amendment. On the
other hand, how is that time going to
be divided? Is there a Member in oppo-
sition?

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, let me say that
he may have time on his side and I will
take the time on my side, unless he
would prefer Mr. REGULA to be in
charge.

Mr. WALKER. Yes, we may give the
time to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. Chairman, 1 withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. So the unanimous-
consent request is for 10 minutes on
each side, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. YATES] controlling 10 minutes and
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]
controlling 10 minutes, 20 minutes
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total debate time on this amendment
and all amendments thereto.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON].

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
YATEsS] for his gracious and generous
support of the amendment that also
has the support of the administration.
I will ask unanimous consent that that
support be entered into the RECORD.

Members may have read about this
man in two front-page stories in the
Washington Post and a recent edi-
torial. This amendment, cosponsored
by our colleague, the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT], is an impor-
tant, and small and compassionate one-
time measure providing financial relief
to the family of James A. Hudson. The
amendment calls for a lump sum pay-
ment of $38,400, Mr. Chairman, which is
the equivalent of a minimum life insur-
ance benefit from the Federal Employ-
ees Group Life Insurance Program to
Marlene Anita Hudson, the surviving
spouse of this devoted Federal worker
and family man who left seven children
after his recent death occurred on the
job. Last week James A. Hudson, a
temporary employee of the National
Park Service, well known for his work
attending the great Lincoln Memorial
statue, died while on the job after hav-
ing worked three shifts over 2 days dur-
ing the extreme heat of the July 4 holi-
day weekend. As a temporary em-
ployee, even with 8 years of service,
James Hudson was not eligible for the
basic health care, life insurance, and
retirement benefits available to perma-
nent Federal employees. Thus his wife,
Marlene, and their seven children can-
not receive the usual benefits.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Hudson's tragic
death points up the serious problem
created by Federal agencies who abuse
the temporary employee classification
by carrying these employees and that
employment status for many years
while they are denied essential benefits
that would otherwise have been award-
ed to them. Legislation will also be
necessary to remedy this situation by
providing temporary workers with a
basic benefits package. Meanwhile, Mr.
Chairman, this is a one-time emer-
gency, compassionate measure, and I
will be especially grateful if this body
would favorably consider this amend-
ment in that light, as a compassionate
measure necessary to assist the widow
and the seven Hudson children.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. NORTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman from the District of
Columbia [Ms. NORTON] for her state-
ment.
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Mr. Chairman, I think that this is an
unusual measure. I hope, and I do not
think that anyone intends it to be a
precedent for seasonal or temporary
employees in the National Govern-
ment, but the fact is that I know, espe-
cially in the land management agen-
cies, that I think there has been mis-
use, if not abuse, of the use of seasonal
and temporary employees. I think it is
regrettable because they do not accrue
the health insurance benefits, they do
not provide the other host of benefits,
that we expect would be accorded em-
ployees in the fair and equitable man-
ner, and that is a concern. But I think
this allows me and others to speak out.

Recently the Park Service, specifi-
cally the Vail Conference, talked about
these seasonal employees, part-time
employees. There is a role for them,
but I think it has gone well beyond
that.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. NORTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to
concur with my friend, the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]. I think
one of the tragedies of temporary em-
ployment, and this is all over the Gov-
ernment; this is not just the Park
Service, but this is the Defense Depart-
ment, this is in every Government
Agency, they use temporaries as a way,
and this is not a cold-hearted private
sector here, but this is the Federal
Government not paying retirement
benefits, not paying health care bene-
fits, not taking care of the basic re-
quirements for people, and I think this
is a demonstration of the concern that
this House has about the way we treat
temporaries.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that the com-
mittees that have jurisdiction over this
will take this step as a first step in try-
ing to correct this problem. I think we
have got to give a basic benefit pack-
age to temporary workers, and I am
glad that the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON] has
raised this issue because I think, as we
look at this, we need to think about
the rest of the people who work for the
Federal Government all over this coun-
try, all over the world, who do not get
health care, who do not have retire-
ment, who do not have the basic bene-
fit package, and I am certainly glad to
vote for this amendment.

However, Mr. Chairman, I hope we
can go far beyond this in correcting the
problem that faces thousands, if not
millions, of people who work for the
Federal Government, and I thank the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia [Ms. NORTON] for having yielded
to me.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I sub-
mit for the RECORD a letter from the
director of the United States Office of
Personnel Management and the article
from the Washington Post entitled
‘‘James Hudson in Life and Death’':
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OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT,
Washington, DC, July 15, 1993.

Hon, ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON,

Chair, Subcommittee on Compensation and Em-
ployee Benefits, Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE NORTON: I have dis-
cussed with the Office of Management and
Budget your effort to amend H.R. 2520, the
Department of Interior Appropriations bill,
to provide a payment of $38,400 to the survi-
vors of James Hudson. I am pleased to advise
you that the Administration supports your
effort.

Mr. Hudson's tragic death last week has fo-
cused our attention not only on the unfortu-
nate circumstances in which his family now
finds itself but also on the inequity of deny-
ing most benefits to dedicated long-time
Government employees whose work is by no
means temporary. We pledge our efforts to
reform the process of employee temporary
employees in the federal workforce and
praise your efforts on behalf of Mr. Hudson's
survivors.

Please let me know if I may be of some
personal assistance in this important effort.

Sincerely,
JAMES B. KING,
Director.
[From the Washington Post, July 13, 1993]
JAMES HUDSON IN LIFE AND DEATH

When President Clinton spoke last year
about honoring and rewarding those who
work hard and play by the rules, he could
have been talking about James Hudson. Mr.
Hudson, who died last week while on his job
caring for Abraham Lincoln’s statue, took
his responsibilities seriously, and he worked
hard. It was Mr. Hudson and his wife Mar-
lene—and not the government—who raised
their five children mostly on his $29,000-a- .
year salary. In the end, when his heart gave
out after working his third shift in two days
in above 90-degree temperatures at his be-
loved Lincoln Memorial, his family learned
that although he worked full-time for the
government, he was not entitled to a pension
or government-supported health or life in-
surance. James Hudson wasn't the only
American in this fix. There are about 150,000
others in comparable situations, They're
called temporary employees—people whose
jobs last a year or less. Mr. Hudson had been
working temporarily for the U.S. govern-
ment for the past eight years with no bene-
fits—except the good news that his job was
being extended year after year. Even though
he never received the benefits, he kept on
working hard, starting as a laborer and ris-
ing to foreman of a seven-member crew who
maintained America's cherished national
shrines.

The Lincoln and Jefferson memorials, the
Washington Monument—they were all his.
Lincoln was his personal responsibility, in
the dead of winter or in the heat of summer.
That's why after he left his 16-hour shift on
the Fourth of July, he was back there sweep-
ing and mopping the marble floors of the
Lincoln Memorial. He kept a newspaper
photo of himself standing on Lincoln’s shoul-
ders hanging on his living room wall. When
he wasn't doing the job, he was at home with
his children and other neighborhood kids. He
did more than serve his country on the Mall;
he had served in Vietnam.

In the end, the man who never sought
something for nothing got nothing for all he
did. His family had to be driven to the fu-
neral by neighbors because they couldn't af-
ford the $100 for the limousine, what with the
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funeral and burial costs, There's a chance
the Hudson family may be eligible for bene-
fits under worker's compensation, if the
Labor Department agrees with the Park
Service that his death was work-related, and
we understand they may also be eligible for
Social Security benefits. They shouldn't
have to wait to find out what the govern-
ment will do. They are at least entitled to
that consideration. But should that be all?
We don’t think so.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, we recognize the com-
passionate nature of this amendment
and will not oppose it, but I do want to
point out that I think in conference we
should tighten the language so that we
do not create a precedent here that
would give rise to claims, both prospec-
tively as well as retroactively.

I think also that it is important that
the authorizing committees, that have
responsibility for establishing the pa-
rameters for employment, should ad-
dress this problem long term so that
we are not faced with these kinds of in-
dividual choices. This would also give a
sense of security to the part-time em-
ployees.

So, again we need to ensure that we
are not establishing a precedent that
would create problems that we do not
anticipate today. I think we will have
an opportunity to deal with that in
conference,

Having said that, Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT].

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in wholehearted sup-
port of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES]
and the gentlewoman from the District
of Columbia [Ms. NorTON], and I thank
the chairman and also the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
for their interest in this issue which
has come to our attention just in the
post-July 4th period. I also thank the
ranking member, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. REGULA], for his cooperation
and his concern in this issue as well.

Mr. Chairman, as the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia [Ms.
NORTON] and the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. YATES] have explained, this is
a straightforward amendment. We are
asking the House to set aside in the ap-
propriations bill for the operation of
the National Park System the sum of
$38,400. This money would provide the
family of James A. Hudson a lump sum
payment that approximates the
amount that would have been paid to
the family, had Mr. Hudson been al-
lowed to participate in the basic Fed-
eral employees group life insurance
program.

In dollar amounts, this amendment is
very modest in comparison to the
spending we are usually debating on
this floor. The arithmetic we often use
to round off some spending levels, ac-
counts for far more than the $38,400 we
are proposing. Certainly, in the context
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of this $13.4 billion bill, it's almost in-
significant.

But, to a recent widow and her now
fatherless seven children, this amend-
ment is significant. It is important. It
says that Government is not a cal-
loused employer. It says that James A.
Hudson was an anpreciated and valued
employee of the Federal Government.

Mr. Chairman, I am certain I was not
the only Member of this House to re-
turn from my district after our July
4th recess to read of James Hudson's
death and, then, to be shocked that the
family of this dedicated, excepthonal
employee—a decorated veteran of the
Vietnam war—was not entitled to any
survivors® of life insurance benefits be-
cause he had been exploited by his em-
ployer for 8 years as a temporary full-
time employee.

Let me repeat that. Mr. Hudson was
a temporary employee for 8 years. A
temporary Federal job is defined as
having a duration of less than 1 year.
There's something wrong with those
numbers and the system that allows
them.

Working to address this situation
during the last couple of days, I've
been told time and time again by some
of my colleagues that facing up to Mr.
Hudson's situation would be opening a
can of worms, setting a precedent for
other Federal employees.

Well, I say to my colleagues, this is a
can of worms that we should open wide
and clean out. We're not elected to ig-
nore problems; I always understood
that we were here to try to address
them.

1 fully realize that Federal agencies
have been using temporary employees
to stretch their budgets. It was re-
ported to me that there are as many as
145,000 temporary full-time employees
in the Federal work force at this time.
Many of them could be in the same sit-
uation as Mr. Hudson, working long
and hard without even the chance to
participate in benefit programs and
protect their families.

The Federal Government should not
be taking advantage, and exploiting
employees in this fashion. To the con-
trary, we should be setting the exam-
ple.

As a Republican—and I speak to my
fellow Republicans—we oppose man-
dates on private-sector employers, be-
cause we argue that they know the
right thing to do, to take care of their
work force. How can we expect this to
be true in the private sector, when it is
not true in the example we set in the
Government?

Obviously, we cannot afford a fix for
all the past mistakes and mistreat-
ment, even if it was possible to identify
those workers. But we can fix this
oversight and abuse from this point
forward. Mr. Hudson's death, leaving
seven children, brought the problem
into full light. Let's fix it for his fam-
ily and from this point forward.

15841

I joined with the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON]
to draft this amendment, because I
have assurances from her that her Post
Office and Civil Service subcommittee,
along with Mr. McCLOSKEY's sub-
committee, is moving forward imme-
diately with legislation to address the
issue of full-time, but temporary work-
ers. There was, in fact, a hearing on
this issue just recently. The gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. MYERS], the ranking
member of Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice, also tells me of his plans to move
forward with legislation on the issue.

Mr. Hudson’'s widow and seven chil-
dren are strapped financially now.
Thankfully, they have Ms. NORTON on
their case trying to expedite release of
Mr. Hudson's last paycheck and trying
to expedite the application for Social
Security and, possibly, workers' com-
pensation benefits. This amendment is
the guickest, surest way to get this
modest payment to the family. It is the
right thing to do.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ha-
waii [Mrs. MINK].

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
YaTEs] for yielding this time to me,
and I applaud the offering of this
amendment from the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia and the
chairman of the subcommittee. This is
an issue that has confronted the Con-
gress for some time.

Mr. Chairman, some of my colleagues
will recall in the defense appropriation
bill the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
McCLOSKEY] and I put in an amend-
ment there calling upon the Defense
Department to review this policy with
reference to temporaries, and that re-
view has been completed, and, as a con-
sequence, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. McCLOSKEY] called a subcommit-
tee meeting a few weeks ago in which
this matter was very strongly viewed,
and we had assurance by the Office of
Personnel Management that they
would take strong measures to correct
this problem. So, I am really appre-
ciative of the initiative of the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] here
in presenting this issue and bringing
sharper focus to the problem.

Mr. Chairman, there are tens of thou-
sands of employees in the Federal Gov-
ernment, in all departments, who are
confronted by this issue of being a tem-
porary year, after year, after year and
not having the benefits of health care,
and insurance and retirement.

0 1200

There are many in my district who
brought this issue up, and as a con-
sequence I introduced a bill. I am real-
ly very, very grateful that finally we
have some momentum created here to
correct this problem. With the tragedy
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of this death here in the District of Co-
lumbia of a temporary who had worked
as long as 8 years without any health
coverage, we might conclude perhaps
that the lack of health coverage caused
his death, when one stops to think of
the fact that he had no protection
whatsoever in terms of his own family.

So I call upon this Congress not just
to support this amendment and then
walk away from the issue but to carry
it forward and do something and pass a
law. My own bill says that if a tem-
porary works for 2 years cumulatively,
he should automatically be given the
protection of health coverage. I think
that kind of support is required here
for our temporaries.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

I have a question for the chairman of
the subcommittee, the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. YATES]. I do not plan on
opposing this amendment, but I have
this gquestion: I understand this is just
for one time and does not set prece-
dents?

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, let me say that
the gentleman is correct.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
land both the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. YATES] and the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON],
but let me say this: The amendment
brings attention to the fact that we are
talking about Federal employees right
now, but in the upcoming health care
plan of the President’s wife, I am sure
there would be a lot of small businesses
who are going to do the same thing to
avoid costs. I would ask the chairman
of the subcommittee to also look at the
cost of any measure such as this. When
we have been increasing the size of
Government, I would ask the gen-
tleman to look at the cost to the
American taxpayer and also the cost to
small business, because it could affect
them desperately also.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will look at the form of the
amendment, it is to be taken out of ex-
isting funds, so there would be nothing
else added for expenditures from the
budget.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

No one is going to oppose this par-
ticular item for this particular family
as a hardship case that needs to be ad-
dressed, but I do think the House had
better focus on a couple of things here.

First of all, we are establishing a
precedent of going around the House
rules as they are presently written.
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This kind of a bill would normally go
through the channels of a private bill.
It is exactly that kind of thing that the
private bill calendar is established for,
and we are doing an end run around the
rules of the House, around the process,
in order to get by that particular fac-
tor.

The second thing is that I enjoy all
the nice features here about these tem-
porary employees and that this is not
going to set a precedent, and I think it
is something that has to be corrected.
But we are in the process of creating
25,000 new temporary employees with-
out these kinds of protection in the na-
tional service bill. So all the Members
who have been up here making these
kinds of statements, when it comes to
the national service bill, I wonder
where they are going to be because we
are creating exactly that kind of tem-
porary employee there who also is not
going to have these kinds of protec-
tions, and the question is going to be,
when one of them finds themselves in a
circumstance like this, whether or not
we are going to be back here citing this
precedent and suggesting that for these
national service employees we ought to
be doing the same thing as we did in
this particular case. that could amount
to real big expenses that we are not
going to be able to take out of existing
funds.

S0, Mr. Chairman, I ask the chair-
man of the subcommittee this question
specifically: Is this in any way a prece-
dent in any way, shape, or form that
could be used in the future for people
engaged in national service should that
become the law of the land?

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the sub-
committee chairman.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the an-
swer to that question is an emphatic
“no." And if the gentleman will yield
further on the first point, I recognized
when I offered this amendment that it
was subject to a point of order, be-
cause, as the gentleman pointed out, it
did violate the House rules. In accord-
ance with the gentleman's admonition
earlier, order had been declared, and no
Member made a point of order on it. We
have had our debate on the amend-
ment, and in response to the gentle-
man’s second point, the answer to that
again is “no.”

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman, and let me say that the
gentleman is absolutely correct, that
we specifically decided not to raise a
point of order. But I did raise the point
that there are processes that can be
utilized for exactly this kind of case,
and we would be better off in most
cases sticking to the process rather
than going for these ways around what
is the legitimate aims of the House to
deal with emergency situations.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. MCCLOSKEY].
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Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished chairman of
the subcommittee for this time.

I appreciate the contours of this very
important debate. I might say that the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia [Ms. NORTON], the gentlewoman
from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK], and I have
been working on these concerns for
some time.

The simple fact is that this process is
an outrage. Some of us had 19 and 20
and 21 years as cases in our districts in
which people have been strung along as
temporary employees with no protec-
tion.

This afternoon, at 2 o'clock, Jim
King, the Director of OPM, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
[Ms. NORTON], the gentlewoman from
Hawaii [Mrs. MINK], and I will be an-
nouncing improvements to be made
right now, particularly as to health in-
surance and life insurance for tem-
porary employees. Later on today a bill
will go in to take care of more long-
range and permanent measures in ef-
fect to abolish and reform this totally
oppressive system.

I would ask for the support of the
House, and I will ask for cosponsors of
the legislation immediately.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MCCLOSKEY, I would say this: It
does not go to national service, those
who are not career employees.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute, and I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from the District of Colum-
bia [Ms. NORTON].

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the chairman of the sub-
committee and the Members on both
sides for their remarks and their com-
passionate treatment of this bill and
indicate that I am a cosponsor, along
with the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
McCLOSKEY], of a bill that we are going
to entitle the James Hudson Tem-
porary Employee Equity Act of 1993.

We have a bill that is not going to
cost the Government anything but
would allow true temporary employees
to buy into the Federal employee bene-
fit program themselves after 6 months
and pay for their own health benefits.
It would also allow them to buy life in-
surance after their first day of employ-
ment, and if Mr. Hudson could have
bought his own life insurance policy, of
course his seven children would not be
left in the condition they will be in.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
subcommittee chairman once again
and the Members on both sides for the
way in which they have treated this
issue.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES].
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The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALKER

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WALKER: Page
61, line 23, strike ‘'$19,366,000"" and insert
**$18,091,000"".

Page 66, after line 22, insert the following:
REVISION OF AMOUNTS FOR DEPARTMENT OF
ENERGY

The amounts otherwise provided by this
title for the Department of Energy are re-
vised by reducing the amount made available
under the heading ‘‘Fossil Energy Research
and Development™ by, and also transferring
from the remaining amount made available
under such heading to the appropriation for
“Energy Conservation' an additional,
$24,873,000.

Mr. WALKER (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I ask
that the question be divided on this
amendment,

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I do
not believe the amendment in its
present form is subject to a question of
division.

The CHAIRMAN. As between the two
parts of the amendment, the one on
page 61, line 23, and the one on page 66,
after line 22, it would be subject to a
division of the question. Those two
parts would be subject to a division, if
that is how the gentleman is offering
this amendment.,

Mr. WALKER. All right. I thank the
Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The
from Pennsylvania [Mr.
recognized for 5 minutes.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. YATES, Will the Chair describe
again just what the parliamentary sit-
uation is? What amendment are we
considering at the present time?

The CHAIRMAN. A demand for a di-
vision of the guestion has been made.
The first vote will occur on the portion
of the amendment which is on page 61,
line 23, the striking and inserting of
dollars. The second vote will occur on
page 66, after line 22, inserting the fol-
lowing.

Mr. YATES. I thank the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] is
recognized for 5 minutes in support of
his amendment.
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Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, let me
explain the situation we have. We have
two parts to the amendment.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, we do not
have a copy of the amendment.

gentleman
WALKER] is
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will pro-
vide a copy.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, may I re-
serve a point of order at this moment?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] has
begun debate. We have passed the point
of a point of order on this amendment.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, had we
really?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] asked
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read and printed
in the RECORD, so debate had begun on
the amendment.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I think
it is all right and this would not be
subject to a point of order.

Mr. Chairman, let me explain the
amendment. Because of the reqguested
division, it is in two parts. The first
part simply brings an aluminum re-
search program down to the present
authorized level. Essentially it strikes
the figure $19,366,000 and inserts
$18,091,000. The sum of $18,091,000 is the
present authorized level for the pro-
gram, and so that is what it does.

The second part of the amendment is
the real thing that I am doing here.
What that does is cuts about $50 mil-
lion from the fossil energy research
and development program by cutting
coal R&D and fossil operating expenses
consistent with President Clinton’s re-
quest. But at the same time what it
does is puts some of the money back
into the conservation program. So
what you get is a cut in the coal R&D,
but at the same time it puts the money
into energy conservation.

The reason for this cut is again going
to the authorizing intent. When we had
an authorization bill we decided that
the coal research program should be at
a particular level. This committee bill
exceeds that by about $50 million.

I am attempting to bring the figure
back down to the authorized levels, and
at the same time though put the
money back in that we had intended
for conservation programs and so on.

The result of this is that it is a sav-
ings of about $25 million. It is about $25
million also going then to conserva-
tion. The whole thing puts the appro-
priations bill, both in conservation and
in coal R&D, in line with where the au-
thorizing committee had its bill when
we passed the Energy Policy Act.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I have
had the opportunity to read the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER], and I must tell
the gentleman I do not understand it.
If the gentleman will refer to the word-
ing of his amendment, I do not see
where in there the designation of the
amount sought to be cut is. If the gen-
tleman will examine the amendment,
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let me give him the amendment that I
received.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I have seen the
amendment. I am told this was drafted
by legislative counsel and was drafted,
in all honesty, as a way of attempting
a division of the question on the fossil
energy program. It is done by transfer-
ring money from the fossil energy re-
search and development account to the
energy conservation account in the
amount of $24,873,000.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all time on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto be limited to 20 minutes, to be
controlled equally by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] and
myself.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume in
order to address this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am frank to say that
I do not understand this. I have never
seen an amendment like this. It says:

The amounts otherwise provided by this
title for the Department of Energy are re-
vised by reducing the amount made available
under the heading “Fossil Energy Research
and Development' by, and also transferring
from the remaining amount made available
under such heading to the appropriation for
“Energy Conservation” an additional,
$24,873,000.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would yield on that point, I
now sought clarification on it, and the
way the wording is, if you take a look
at the comma, what it assures is that
the account is cut by $24,873,000, and
there is also transferring money by
that amount. So you cut it by and also
transfer from the remaining amount
another amount equal to that. So you
have a reduction of the amount by
$24,873,000, and you also have a transfer
from the remaining money of that $24
million.

It is not the same amount of money.
It is a total of $49 million.

Mr. YATES. In other words, it is dou-
ble this figure?

Mr. WALKER. It is double that fig-
ure, because you are transferring that
amount of money out of the remaining
accounts and you are also cutting the
fossil energy research and development
by that amount.

Mr. YATES. If I understand cor-
rectly, the purpose of the gentleman is
to cut the energy conservation ac-
counts.

Mr. WALKER. No. I am cutting the
fossil energy research and development
account by that amount, and I am
transferring an amount of almost $25
million into energy conservation. So it
pumps up the energy conservation
number and reduces by $49 million all
told the fossil energy research and de-
velopment account.
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Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I am
very much opposed to this, because
what it does is it takes money out of
very important ongoing research, and
that is coal research which I think is
important not only for the United
States, but for our world leadership in
improving the global environment.

Many of the emerging countries are
depending on coal as a fuel for the pro-
duction of electricity of many, many
years to come, and they look to the
United States for leadership in devel-
oping technologies that will allow
them to burn this coal in an environ-
mentally safe manner.

Now, we can say that what happens
in China, or Indonesia, with the fourth
largest population, is immaterial, but
that simply is not true.

We have heard a lot about the global
environment, and here is a classic ex-
ample of ways in which it will be
abused if we do not continue the basic
research.

Mr. Chairman, I would point out that
coal research in this bill is 8 percent
below 1993 and 23 percent below 1992. If
we cut further, we are going to damage
our ability to develop clean burning
coal techniques.

It does provide for cost sharing. I
think that is an important element.
Yesterday we eliminated oil shale, re-
search, as a future source of energy. To
now take a big hit on coal research
would be in my judgment a great mis-
take environmentally.

As we well know, China is a fast
growing economy. They depend largely
on coal as their source of energy, and
they look to the United States not
only just for leadership in technology,
but it is a big market for American
technology.

Earlier today one of our colleagues
pointed out that we have a deficit bal-
ance of payments with China and it
will probably be a growing problem.
This offers an opportunity to sell them
this technology that is developed as a
result of our fossil energy research suc-
cesses. I think as a policy issue it
would be a great mistake for this body
to reduce, even further than the com-
mittee has done, our commitment to
coal research and to the development
of clean burning and more efficient
technologies for the use of this fuel.

Even the United States has coal as
its greatest source of energy in terms
of Btu's. Therefore, just from the
standpoint of our own country, it is
very important that we continue this
research in coal burning technology.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BROWN],
the chairman of the Committee on
Science, Space, and Technology.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the opportunity to
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say a few words about this. Normally I
would not be identified with the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, WALK-
ER] in support of a purely cutting
amendment, but in this particular case
the amendment combines two virtues.
It actually cuts $25 million approxi-
mately out of the figure, and then it
readjusts the remaining amount about
another $25 million from coal research,
which I have supported in the past, but
which in this bill is something like $40
million over what the President has re-
quested.
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I am supporting a transfer of about
$25 million to the Conservation Act,
which funds a number of very impor-
tant initiatives.

One of the previous speakers has in-
dicated how important coal research is
in terms of meeting the needs of the
Third World, such as China and so
forth. I want to assure all of the Mem-
bers that there is nothing more impor-
tant than the research which allows us
to develop the technologies for con-
servation and for alternative forms of
energy which will be able to supplant
the use of coal in the Third World. This
will end up giving a market to the
United States far greater than any coal
market. We are not going to sell much
coal to China or any other place, be-
cause they have the coal. But they will
buy the technology, which will sub-
stitute for coal and which will allow
them to conserve in their overall use of
energy.

It is for this reason that I am sup-
porting this kind of an amendment,
which actually reflects the priorities
set by this House in the energy policy
bill which we passed last year.

This change, and I compliment the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER] for it, reflects the administra-
tion’s views. It rebalances the alloca-
tion of funds to conform to what the
President wants.

I urge support for this amendment.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DURBIN].

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I stand
in strong opposition to this amend-
ment.

I would say to the Members of the
House of Representatives, we are talk-
ing about an industry in America
which is on the ropes. We are talking
about an industry where because of our
Clean Air Act and a lot of changes in
our energy demands, coal production in
America is threatened.

I live in a State that is one of the
major coal producers in our Nation.

I can tell Members over the last 12
years what has happened in my State.
We have gone from 20,000 coal miners
in Illinois to 8,000 coal miners. These
are men and women who work hard for
a living and are losing their jobs be-
cause of Federal legislation and our
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lack of research to find new technology
to use this coal.

That plea may fall on deaf ears in
this Chamber, because there are Mem-
bers who have bases being closed and
are losing jobs right and left. But if
Members do not feel for the families
that are involved here, and I do, but if
they do not feel for them, think about
the future of this country if we ignore
this energy resource.

We are still dependent on foreign en-
ergy resources, a dependence which
drags us into wars, which costs us dear-
ly, which literally threatens the lives
of our children. Can we afford $50 mil-
lion in research to find safe, clean ways
to use American coal? We can find bil-
lions of dollars to fight a war in the
Middle East. We cannot find $50 million
for research? We certainly can.

I urge the Members of the House,
take this amendment seriously. Defeat
the Walker amendment. Reduce our de-
pendence on foreign energy.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. GRams].

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this amendment. First, be-
cause I believe we have to begin reduc-
ing the Government's role in these
types of activities and, second, the
money should be used in part to reduce
our Federal deficit.

One thing I would like to talk about
is, I received a copy of the National
Taxpayers Union letter supporting this
amendment itself. It states some key
points very well, so I just want to read
from that letter.

The President requested $216 million for
clean coal, technology, the intent being to
wind down the Government's role in the de-
velopment of the process and to allow com-
mercial ventures to take over. The Appro-
priations Committee added almost $50 mil-
lion to this total, thereby, subverting the in-
tention that this technology finally be sub-
ject to the rigors of the marketplace.

In any year, the goal of cutting the Fed-
eral pursue strings from a technologically
mature project such as clean coal would be
desirable. In this fiscal year, however, when
Congress faces a $300 billion plus deficit, this
amendment is essential. Supporting your
amendment would be an important sign of
Congress’ intent to assign budgetary prior-
ities and allow the market economy to deter-
mine the feasibility and viability of energy
technologies.

I strongly support this amendment.
First, $50 million would be cut from
coal with $25 million of that going to
spending reductions, $25 million to con-
servation R&D, I fully support the in-
tent to get the Government out of the
way, turn it over to the private sector.

I commend the gentleman from offer-
ing this amendment, and I urge my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. PENNY].

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment we offer today reduces ap-
propriations for fossil energy research
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and development by $49.7 billion and
increases the appropriation for energy
conservation programs by $24.8 million.
The remainder of the savings—$24.8
million are dedicated to budget deficit
reduction.

The committee’s mark for fossil en-
ergy R&D is 22 percent over the admin-
istration's request. In my judgment
Clinton didn’t propose enough spending
reductions. We ought to support the
President when he tries to save money.
Additionally, this appropriation con-
travenes the intent of the Energy Pol-
icy Act which clearly sets a policy for
reducing spending on these R&D pro-
grams. Furthermore, unlike other Fed-
eral science programs, many of the fos-
sil research programs receive a Federal
cost share of 70 to 90 percent, depend-
ing on the project. It is clearly time,
Mr. Chairman, to shift more of the
funding of these technologies to the
private sector.

Mr. Chairman, we can provide addi-
tional funding for programs as long as
it is done on a pay-as-you-go basis.
This amendment is fiscally responsible
because it reduces spending $25 million
while at the same time shifting a com-
parable amount to energy conservation
programs. I urge adoption of the Walk-
er-Penny-Brown amendment.

Mr. BARLOW. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PENNY. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. BARLOW. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this very unwise
amendment.

| rise in strong opposition to the Walker
amendment to cut $50 million from the clean
coal technology program of the Federal Gov-
ernment. Half of our energy in America comes
from coal-fired power plants. Even higher per-
centages of energy are generated from coal in
other nations around the world. Tens of thou-
sands of American jobs are involved in our
coal economy. Emissions from coal burning do
have impacts on environmental conditions in
our Nation and the world. | strongly support
every dollar of expenditure for research into
coal burning that will clean up emissions. This
will support growth of energy generation to
boost our Nation's economy. We will also be
generating thousands of jobs in the coal in-
dustry which will help local economies and ex-
pand tax revenues across the Nation.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. REGULA].

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

I just want to point out that we are
$123 million over last year for con-
servation. We are $15 million below last
year on coal research and development.
We have $703 million in here for con-
servation and only $173 million for coal
research.

I think that the committee bill rep-
resents good balanced policy. I just
want to clarify that conservation is
way up; coal research is down in the
committee bill.
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If we go with this amendment, it will
be totally out of proportion.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Tennessee [Mrs. LLOYD].

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend Chairman YATES for his efforts in
bringing the bill before us today. This
is a compromise amendment to provide
reallocation of funding within the De-
partment of Energy and I rise in sup-
port of the amendment. The proposed
transfer would provide funding to re-
store essential conservation research
and development activities and to fund
high-priority areas that we authorized
in the Energy Policy Act. This could
include funding for buildings, industry,
and the transportation programs in-
cluding advanced materials and manu-
facturing, and to restore funding for
the electric and Hybrid Vehicle Pro-
gram.

The amendment also contributes to
deficit reductions.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support the amendment.
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Mr. WALKER. I would ask the Chair,
do I have 22 minutes remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has
2% minutes remaining.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I un-
derstand the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. YATES] has one speaker remain-
ing. I would ask the gentleman, is that
correct?

Mr. YATES. If the gentleman will
yield, yes, that is correct.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the remainder of my time.

Mr. Chairman, this is one of those
situations when there seems to be some
confusion about who makes policy in
the House and who decides on funding
levels. The policy with regard to where
we are going with our energy programs
was established in the Energy Policy
Act. Under the Energy Policy Act, our
intention was to move us away from
more and more of these mature tech-
nologies, move them on into industry,
and they have more in the way of re-
search and development in some of the
new areas, such as energy conserva-
tion.

That is exactly what the authorizing
committees decided to do. We, too,
hold hearings on these things. We, too,
make decisions. We, too, decide what
are the priority efforts for the country.

We have decided that we ought to
move away from some of the mature
technologies that have been developed
in coal R&D and move toward energy
conservation efforts and toward some
of the newer technologies that are nec-
essary for the country.

This amendment is in line with that
authorizing intent. This amendment
takes money out of an area where the
authorizing committee thought we
ought to begin to move down the fund-
ing level, puts money into the areas
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where we thought we ought to move up
the levels of funding. At the same time,
what we are able to do is cut some
spending, in line with what the Clinton
administration has requested.

I would say to my colleagues, what
they get out of this particular amend-
ment is a $25 million cut in terms of
deficit reduction. At the same time
they get $25 million more in energy
conservation, and it comes out of an
account that the authorizers have de-
cided is an account that should begin
coming down in cost. That particular
account is one which the Energy Policy
Act said should be dropped, so we are
in line, then, with the authorization,
and at the same time, I think, achiev-
ing something in both deficit reduction
and in better energy conservation for
our future.

I would ask for the Members' support
of this bill. It is a good measure, I
think, environmentally; it is a good
measure economically; and it does
meet the intent of the law that Con-
gress endorsed just a matter of months
ago in energy policy.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Nlinois [Mr.
COSTELLO].

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. POSHARD].

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong opposition to this amend-
ment.

All over this country, Mr. Chairman,
there are coal-producing communities
which stand, not on the brink of eco-
nomic disaster, but in the midst of eco-
nomic disaster. A once-proud heritage
of working people, whose livelihood
and contribution to the prosperity of
this country has been to go down into
the belly of the Earth and bring up the
coal that has supplied the energy needs
of this country for years, these proud
people and the main streets they have
supported all across rural America are
now finding their lives, and their main
streets, shutting down.

Why? Has some economic colossus
across the oceans outproduced them?
No. Has some other energy source
proved itself to be more valuable in
supplying the incredible amounts of
electrical power this Nation uses? Can
solar, can wind, can hydroelectric, can
nuclear? No. We have enough coal re-
serves to supply our total energy needs
in this country for 200 years.

What is the problem? The problem is,
many of these reserves cannot be used
because the sulfur content of the coal
is too high to comply with Federal
clean air standards. Mr. Chairman,
there is not a single coal miner, not a
single coal operator, not a single coal
user in this country who does not want
the cleanest air possible. We have fami-
lies, too. We want a safer, cleaner
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world for our children just like every
American. But we have to know how to
clean this coal so it can be used safely
to benefit our country, to make us less
dependent on foreign energy. That is
what this bill does. It gives us the op-
portunity through fossil energy re-
search and development programs to
find the technology to clean the coal.
That is good for America, unemploy-
ment rate 7 percent, but it is better for
Perry County, IL, unemployment rate
27 percent; Hamilton County, IL, un-
employment rate 26 percent; Saline
County, IL, 18 percent. It is good for
coal communities all over this country,
who suffer at 3 and 4 times the national
unemployment rate.

We can stand here in this House of
the people today, and with a sharp,
sterile, antiseptic cut of the Xknife,
eliminate $49 million of research meant
to help provide jobs for the poorest re-
gions of the country. And we will go
home touting our record of fiscal re-
sponsibility. But we will not have to
look into the eyes of poverty of chil-
dren in the Mississippi Delta or the Ap-
palachian regions of this country or
the Midwest and explain that vote.
Vote against this amendment today.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of the Penny-Walker amendment to cut
Federal spending and to improve our energy
funding priorities.

This amendment will cut $49 million from
coal-related spending that is over the amount
requested by the administration. The Federal
Government is supporting cost-share pro-
grams with the coal industry to the tune of 70,
80, even 90 percent. This is oversubsidizing a
mature technology.

Half of the savings would go to deficit re-
duction; half of the savings would go to energy
conservation programs, including low-income
weatherization, conservation R&D, State en-
ergy office grants, and much more. Even with
this amendment, the Interior Appropriations bill
will contain less in it for energy conservation
than requested by the President.

The energy conservation programs that will
be supported by this amendment are more
than just essential energy policy: they are im-
portant high-technology and economic devel-
opment programs. For example, the Massa-
chusetts Energy Advisor Service has used
Federal support to identify energy cost-cutting
opportunities for 500 companies. One of those
companies, Kraft-Sealtest, was able to keep
open an ice cream factory saving jobs in Fra-
mingham because the energy advisor service
was able to identify enough energy-saving op-
portunities to slash the factory's utility bills. |
am including some information in the RECORD
on this excellent program.

These are some of the best programs from
the taxpayers' point of view: a recent survey
found that for every $1 of Federal funds for
State energy conservation grants, the States
leveraged $43 in State, private, and other
funds, 43-1. That's not only great energy pol-
icy, it's great budget policy.

This amendment will cut Federal spending
and restore a stronger balance to energy
spending that will lead us into the future with
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a proenvironment, proconsumer, probusiness
energy policy.
MASSACHUSETTS DIVISION OF
ENERGY RESOURCES,
Boston, MA.
ENERGY ADVISOR SERVICE

The Energy Advisor Service (EAS), a pro-
gram administered by the Massachusetts Di-
vision of Energy Resources, identifies energy
cost-cutting opportunities for industries.
The Energy Advisors are private-sector engi-
neers contracted to provide custom, on-site
engineering. Their cost-effective rec-
ommendations are as varied as Massachu-
setts’ industries, ranging from the investiga-
tion of industrial process opportunities to
cogeneration-feasibility studies. Under EAS,
oil overcharge funds (returned to states for
restitution to customers overcharged by oil
companies in the 1970's) are used to pay over
85% of the cost of engineering analyses of
private manufacturing processes.

Over 490 Massachusetts industries have
been assisted by the EAS program in identi-
fying energy cost-cutting opportunities at
their facilities. Nearly $60 million in annual
savings opportunities were identified for 440
clients. These opportunities had an average
payback of 2 years. Manufacturers interested
in increasing their economic competitive-
ness through energy efficiency, should take
advantage of this program by contacting
William Eddy or Clifford Sullivan at the
Massachusetts Division of Energy Resources
(617-727-4732).

Statewide

Total number of clients:

some are in progress .......
Summary for 440 clients:

490

Total identified annual

T DT I S T T, $60,000,000
Cost to install rec-

ommended measures .... $108,670,805
Average payback ............ 2 years
Average identified an-

nual savings ....... $132,529

MASSACHUSETTS DIVISION OF
ENERGY RESOURCES,
Boston, MA.
DOER/KRAFT-SEALTEST FACT SHEET
Energy efficiency for industry

The Massachusetts Division of Energy Re-
sources (DOER) has been helping Massachu-
setts industry cut energy costs and become
more competitive.

DOER's technical assistance service,
known as the Energy Advisor Service (EAS),
has worked with over 440 companies to iden-
tify approximately $54 million in annual en-
ergy savings.

DOER clients include well known compa-
nies such as Digital Equipment Corporation
of Maynard, Raytheon Company of Lexing-
ton, Acushnet *‘Titleist’’ Company of New
Bedford, and Polaroid Corporation of Cam-
bridge.

DOER's technical service is flexible and
cost effective. The energy advisors, private
sector engineers, specialize in eliminating
waste in manufacturing processes.

DOER at Kraft-Sealtest

Kraft General Foods is the second largest
packaged food company in the world. Kraft-
Sealtest in Framingham, Massachusetts is
an ice cream and frozen dessert manufactur-
ing plant which produces nearly 20 million
gallons of ice cream annually. Kraft-Sealtest
products include Sealtest, Breyers, Frusen
Gladje, and Light n’ Lively ice creams.

DOER served as a catalyst for the dra-
matic energy efficiency improvements at
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Kraft-Sealtest. DOER identified and rec-
ommended energy conservation measures
that will reduce the plant's energy bills by
over $425,000 per year. DOER then helped to
arrange for utility financing of those con-
servation measures.

Utility incentives for Kraft-Sealtest

Kraft-Sealtest became the first project for
Boston Edison’s new Energy Efficiency Part-
nership, a $213 million plan under which the
utility will invest in conservation.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, | speak in
support of the Walker-Penny-Brown amend-
ment which transfers needed Federal funds
from coal R&D Programs into energy con-
servation R&D. This transfer brings the re-
search and development total closer to the ad-
ministration's request. The amount in the bill
for conservation R&D, which is $703 million,
would increase by $24.8 million. | have just
come from a hearing on green technologies.
Energy conservation R&D, | hope, will assist
the United States in taking the lead in promot-
ing technologies that are good for the environ-
ment and the pocketbook.

| urge my colleagues to support this amend-
ment.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
in strong opposition to the Walker-Penny
amendment to cut $49.7 million from the DOE
fossil energy research and development pro-
gram. This year, Congress worked hard to in-
crease the administration’s request for coal re-
search and development, to boost our Nation's
most bountiful energy source and in turn help
areas which rely on coal for their source of
employment. This amendment would delete
one of the most ambitious and important coal
research projects, to be located in my con-
gressional district at Southern lllinois Univer-
sity at Carbondale.

Mr. Chairman, one of the most important
ways to offset loss of use for lllinois coal is to
find new markets. This project will turn coal
into an environmentally sound form of coke for
use in our steel factories and foundries.

To date, our project has received almost $6
million in Federal funds. Last year, no funds
were appropriated in the House but were later
restored in a House-Senate conference com-
mittee. However, with the appropriation in-
cluded in today's legislation, Congress is
sending a strong signal to the U.S. Energy
Department to break ground and move the
project forward.

In today's legislation, Congress is speaking
loud and clear in saying that we want this
project to begin immediately. Congressman
GLENN POSHARD, Congressman DicK DURBIN,
Congressman SIiD YATES, and | are dedicated
to work with our two Senators to see that this
project is equally supported in the other body.

The project, cosponsored by SiU-
Carbondale and the Institute of Gas Tech-
nology, has been selected by the Department
of Energy to demonstrate the mild gasification
of coal. While most conventional gasification
technologies convert coal to a synthetic gas
fuel, mild gasification converts the coal to a
char briquette. The primary use for this char
will be in the form of coke briquettes for steel
factories, an environmentally sound alternative
to conventional coke ovens. A team headed
by Kerr-McGee is currently under contract with
DOE to build a one-ton-per-hour scaleup of
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this technology at the lllinois Coal Develop-
ment Park at SIU-Carbondale, with 20-percent
cost sharing provided by the State of lllinois.

Mr. Chairman, this project is a benefit to
both the coal and steel industries, and an ex-
cellent project for all of lllinois. Construction on
the project will begin as soon as DOE com-
pletes an environmental review of the project.
Today's appropriation would expedite that
process, with a potential groundbreaking late
in 1993. | urge my colleagues to defeat this
amendment and move forward on essential
technology to our Nation's future.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my demand for a division of the
question.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] withdraws his
demand for a division of the question.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. WALKER),
there were ayes 14, noes 11.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 276, noes 144,
not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 331]
AYES—276

Abercrombie Darden Herger
Ackerman de la Garza Hinchey
Andrews (ME) Deal Hoagland
Andrews (NJ) DeFazio Hochbrueckner
Andrews (TX) DeLauro Hoekstra
Archer DeLay Holden
Armey Deutsch Horn
Bacchus (FL) Diaz-Balart Huffington
Bachus (AL) Dickey Hughes
Baesler Dicks Hunter
Baker (CA) Dooley Hutchinson
Baker (LA) Doolittle Hutto
Ballenger Dornan Inglis
Barca Dreier Inhofe
Barcia Duncan Inslee
Barrett (NE) Dunn Istook
Barrett (WI) Edwards (TX) Jacobs
Bartlett English (OK) Johnson (CT)
Barton Eshoo Johnson (GA)
Becerra Everett Johnson (SD)
Beilenson Farr Johnson, E. B.
Bereuter Fields (TX) Johnson, Sam
Bilbray Fingerhut Johnston
Bilirakis ’ Fish Kennedy
Blute Flake Kennelly
Boehlert Ford (TN) Kildee
Bonilla Fowler Kim
Brewster Frank (MA) King
Browder Franks (CT) Kingston
Brown (CA) Frost Klein
Brown (FL) Furse Klug
Bryant Gallegly Knollenberg
Bunning Gallo Kreidler
Burton Gejdenson Kyl
Buyer Gekas LaFalce
Byrne Geren Lambert
Calvert Gilchrest Lancaster
Camp Gingrich Lantos
Canady Glickman LaRocco
Cantwell Goodling Laughlin
Cardin Gordon Lazio
Castle Goss Leach
Clayton Grams Levin
Clinger Grandy Levy
Coble Green Lewis (CA)
Collins (GA) Greenwood Lewis (FL)
Comb derson Lewis (GA)
Condit Hall (TX) Livingston
Coppersmith Hancock Lloyd
Cramer Harman Machtley
Crane Hayes Maloney
Crapo Hefley Mann
Cunningham Hefner Manzullo

Markey
MeCandless
MeCollum
McCrery
McCurdy
McDermott
McHugh
Mclnnis
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Meyers
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge

Mink
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Nadler

Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Norton (DC)
Nussle
Olver

Ortiz

Orton
Pallone
Parker
Paxon
Pelosi
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)

Applegate
Barlow
Bateman
Bentley
Berman
Bishop
Blackwell
Bliley
Boehner
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brooks
Brown (OH)
Callahan
Carr
Chapman
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Cooper
Costello

de Lugo (VI)
Dellums
Derrick
Dingell
Dixon
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Emerson
Engel
English (AZ)
Evans
Ewing
Fawell
Fazio

Fields (LA)
Filner
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Franks (NJ)
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gillmor

Allard
Bevill
Conyers
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Petri Solomon
Pickle Spratt
Pombo Stark
Portman Stearns
Price (NC) Stenholm
Quinn Studds
Ramstad Stump
Rangel Stupak
Ravenel Swett
Reed Synar
Richardson Talent
Roberts Tanner
Roemer Tauzin
Rohrabacher Taylor (MS)
Ros-Lehtinen Tejeda
Rose Thomas (CA)
Roth Thornton
Rowland Thurman
Roybal-Allard Torkildsen
Royce Unsoeld
Sanders Upton
Saxton Valentine
Schifl Velazquez
Schroeder Vento
Schumer Volkmer
Sensenbrenner Vucanovich
Sharp Walker
Shaw Walsh
Shays Waters
Shepherd Watt
Shuster Weldon
Skaggs Wilson
Skelton Wolf
Slattery Woolsey
Smith (MDD Wyden
Smith (NJ) Wynn
Smith (OR) Young (FL)
Smith (TX) Zeliff
Snowe Zimmer

NOES—144
Gilman Owens
Gonzalez Oxley
Goodlatte Pastor
Gutierrez Payne (NJ)
Hall (OH) Payne (VA)
Hamburg Pickett
Hamilton Pomeroy
Hansen Porter
Hastert Pashard
Hilliard Pryce (OH)
Hobson Quillen
Hoke Rahall
Houghton Regula
Hoyer Reynolds
Hyde Rogers
Jefferson Rostenkowski
Kanjorski Roukema
Kaptur Babo
Kasich Sangmeister
Kleczka Santorum
Klink Sawyer
Kopetski Schenk
Lightfoot Scott
Linder Serrano
Lipinski Sisisky
Long Skeen
Lowey Slaughter
Manton Smith (14)
Margolies- Spence

Mezvinsky Stokes
Martinez Strickland
Matsui Sundquist
Mazzoli Swift
McCloskey Taylor (NC)
McDade Thomas (WY)
McHale Torricelli
McKinney Traficant
McMillan Tucker
Mica Underwood (GU)
Michel Visclosky
Mineta Washington
Moakley Wheat
Mollohan Whitten
Murphy Willlams
Murtha Wise
Myers Yates
Natcher Young (AK)
Oberstar
Obey

NOT VOTING—19

Cox Hastings
Faleomavaega Henry

(AB) Kolbe
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Lehman Romero-Barcelo  Schaefer
Packard (PR) Thompson
Ridge Rush Torres
Sarpalius Towns
Waxman
0O 1303
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Waxman for, with Mr. Towns against.

Mr. Kolbe for, with Mr. Rush against.

Messrs. HYDE, PORTER, SUND-
QUIST, HOKE, WHEAT, FOGLIETTA,
and GUTIERREZ changed their vote
from *‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Messrs. HEFLEY, NADLER, BARCIA
of Michigan, NEAL of Massachusetts,
VOLKMER, LAFALCE, and Mrs.
UNSOELD changed their vote from
unon to iiaYe'!‘

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VENTO

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. VENTO: on page
16, after line 4 insert:

CONSTRUCTION

For construction, improvements, repair or
replacement of physical facilities, without
regard to the Act of August 24, 1912, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 451), $183,949.000, to re-
main available until expended of which
$2,000,000 for the Boston Public Library shall
be derived from the Historic Preservation
Fund pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 470a: Provided,
That not to exceed $4,500,000 shall be paid to
the Army Corps of Engineers for modifica-
tions authorized by section 14 of the Ever-
glades National Park Protection and Expan-
sion Act of 1989: Provided further, That the
$250,000 for Great Basin National Park, Ne-
vada is for the Baker Water and Sewer Gen-
eral Improvement District to cover the addi-
tional cost of oversizing the system to serve
National Park Service facilities at the ad-
ministrative site.

Mr. VENTO (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
the amendment be considered as read
and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I raise
a point of order against the proposed
amendment, though I have not, I must
confess, seen it. But on the basis of
what I believe is in it, I raise the point
of order because it constitutes legisla-
tion on an appropriation bill as well as
limitations on expenditures in an ap-
propriation bill, and also constitutes
expenditures in an appropriation bill
not previously authorized by law.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL] makes a
point of order against the amendment.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I concede
the point of order.
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The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]
concedes the point of order, and the
Chair sustains the point of order.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VENTO

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
alternative amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. VENTO: on page
16, after line 4 insert:

CONSTRUCTION

For construction, improvements, repair or
replacement of physical facilities,
$183,949,000, to remain available until ex-
pended of which $2,000,000 for the Boston
Public Library shall be derived from the His-
toric Preservation Fund pursuant to 16
U.S.C. 470a.

Mr. VENTO (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the amend-
ment,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL] has raised a
point of order on the amendment, and
his rights will be protected.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Minnesota that
the amendment be considered as read
and printed in the RECORD.

There was no objection.

Mr, VENTO. Mr. Chairman, yester-
day, on my action on a point of order,
I struck the Park Service construction
account, which had the effect of delet-
ing all the Park Service construction
funding for the bill. While I did not pre-
fer this course of action, it was nec-
essary in order to get unauthorized
projects and legislative language con-
tained in the National Park Service
construction paragraph. The difficulty
that arises here with my friend from Il-
linois [Mr. FAWELL] and his point of
order against the original amendment
is because there was limitation lan-
guage and other language which was
acceptable to me that was not nec-
essarily legislation on an appropriation
bill, but it is subject to the limitation
language of the previous amendment.

This simply restores the bulk of the
funding, when the deletion or modifica-
tion of two projects that were unau-
thorized; one was the New Jersey
Coastal Heritage Trail Route, which
has no authorization, and also this
amendment then deletes the money for
it, $255,000, and we delete the $495,000 of
the $670,000 earmarked in the commit-
tee report for the Lackawanna Herit-
age Park. All that will remain is the
technical assistance in the amendment
at that point.

I would be happy to yield to the
chairman of the committee, who I be-
lieve supports this amendment.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I do support this
amendment. I understand that it no
longer contains any provisions which
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are subject to points of order, and this
side of the aisle accepts the amend-
ment.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I would
yield to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
REGULA]J.

Mr. REGULA. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the
committee, we also accept the amend-
ment. It is vitally important that we
do these construction projects.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL] still insist
on his point of order?

Mr. FAWELL. Yes; I do, Mr. Chair-
man.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I have
just had a short time to review this,
but it would seem to me that the lan-
guage in reference to the $2 million,
the wording, *‘to remain available until
expended, of which $2 million for the
Boston Public Library shall be derived
from historic preservation fund pursu-
ant to section 16 U.S.C. 470a,” still
would constitute expenditures in an ap-
propriation bill not previously author-
ized by law, in violation and that it
would constitute also legislating.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to be recognized on the point of
order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] is recog-
nized.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, this is
authorized language in terms of the
Historic Preservation Act. This is en-
tirely consistent. A certain percentage
of the dollars can be—up to 10 percent
of the appropriation—can be reserved
in this particular manner. In this in-
stance, out of the $40 million, $2 mil-
lion is, in the wisdom. of the Appropria-
tions Committee, being utilized for
this particular purpose.

So, it is entirely consistent with the
authorizing language with which I am
familiar and which has been researched
and evidenced. So, this language is
simply using the authorities and pow-
ers that the Appropriations Committee
has and is authorized in the law for
that particular purpose.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
FAWELL].

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I have
just one comment: I do make special
reference in regard to my questions
about legislating in an appropriations
bill to the rather ancient law, but it is
set forth in section 451 of title XVI,
where it states that no expenditure for
construction of administration or
other building costs in case of any
building exceeding $3,000 shall be made
in any national park except under ex-
press authority of Congress, and it does
appear to me that that express author-
ity—
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Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, that is
not in the amendment at the desk. I re-
gret the gentleman does not have a
copy. He is referring to the original
amendment, to the second phrase with
regard to the act of August 24, 1912.
That has been deleted because, and the
gentleman is correct, we have a tech-
nical corrections bill that will correct
that.
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Mr. FAWELL. I do understand that
was deleted. I agree that that is an im-
portant deletion and I accede to that
point; however, in reference to the
wording about a certain amount of
money in the amount of $2 million re-
maining available until expended, of
which $2 million for the Boston Public
Library shall be derived from the His-
toric Preservation Fund, it does appear
to me that that still would be in viola-
tion of existing law which I just re-
ferred to. Section 415 still exists.

It does seem to me that it sets forth
that there must be express authority
from Congress for any expenditure for
construction or other building costs ex-
ceeding $3,000. You must have express
authority from the Congress.

Mr. VENTO. Well, of course, the ex-
press authority is in the Historic Pres-
ervation Act that sets aside these dol-
lars in terms of the amounts and au-
thorizes and permits this type of des-
ignation in terms of percentage of
those funds up to 10 percent of the
funds for this purpose.

In other words, the authority is in
the Historic Preservation Act, so the
gentleman’s argument is not a point of
order basically, It may go to the sub-
stance of the law.

Mr. FAWELL. Well, I am not aware
that there is a $2 million express au-
thority of Congress.

Mr. VENTO. The code citation for
the $3,000 limitation is dollars spent
within national parks.

On the Historic Preservation Fund,
this is generally money that is not
spent within parks, but the dollars are
going to the fund to be expended in a
different manner; so the limitation the
gentleman is applying is an archaic
limitation that really only deals with
expenditures within the national
parks. It does not deal with the Boston
historic library.

Mr. FAWELL. Well, I would seek a
ruling from the Chair on that point. I
do not quite agree with that.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The
Chair is prepared to rule.

The Chair has a copy of the statute
in question, the Historic Preservation
Act, which is referred to in the amend-
ment, 16 U.S.C. 470a-e (1), (2) and (3).

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, is that
not 4517

The CHAIRMAN. No. It is 470a. It is
described correctly in the amendment.
The Chair understands that the Boston
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Public Library has in fact been des-
ignated as a national historic land-
mark threatened with impairment pur-
suant to this section of the law.

Therefore, the Chair does not find
any problem with respect to this lan-
guage in terms of legislation on an ap-
propriations bill.

The Chair overrules the point of
order.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I have
a further point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I am a
little confused how made available
until expended cannot be legislation in
an appropriation bill.

But the point of order I make is that
this does go beyond the scope of the
bill, and therefore it is not an appro-
priate amendment because it exceeds
the scope of the legislation before us.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The
Chair would rule that this amendment
is germane to the bill as a whole, and
the subject matter of funds for con-
struction for the National Park Service
contained with respect to the Historic
Preservation Act is relevant to the ap-
propriations bill under consideration.

So the Chair would overrule the gen-
tleman's point of order.

Is there any further discussion on the
amendment?

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. VENTO].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF
ALASKA

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 31, line 19, delete **."" and insert **:
Provided further, That $650,000 of the funds
made available in this Act shall be available
as a grant to the Bering Sea Fishermen's As-
sociation, of which $400,000 shall be used for
rehabilitation and upgrading of four fish
processing facilities in the villages of
Quinhagak, Bethel, Mountain Village, and
Kotzebue, Alaska and $250,000 shall be used
to market fish products from these facili-
ties."

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alaska?

There was no objection.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, my amendment would grant
$650,000 to the Bering Sea Fishermen's
Association to rehabilitate and up-
grade fish processing plants owned by
four Native villages in Alaska and to
market fish products from these facili-
ties. This grant is needed because these
four villages have no other renewable
natural resource to develop. The com-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

mercial fisheries in these four villages
are still developing and would provide
economic opportunities to many of the
residents. Residents in these four vil-
lages support this grant proposal be-
cause it would provide many local jobs
in the fish processing facilities, freight
transportation, and an opportunity for
many of the residents to compete in de-
veloping commercial fisheries. I cannot
stress the many positive economic op-
portunities this would provide for the
residents in these villages.

Mr. Chairman, I am aware that, as a
general rule, the Interior Appropria-
tions Subcommittee is very reluctant
to earmark money for economic devel-
opment. These are often sound policy
reasons for this rule and I respect it.
Therefore, I will not insist on my
amendment at this time. However, I
am sure that the chairman and ranking
member of the subcommittee are sen-
sitive to the fact that agencies some-
times resist the will of their commit-
tee and the Congress in the manner in
which they administer grant programs.
In the July 1992 Interior appropriations
report, the committee directed the BIA
to appropriately consider an applica-
tion for a similar grant. Unfortunately
the potential grantee was told that
money would not be available because
of other worthy priorities, which I sus-
pect amount to informal earmarks
from one source or another.

As a result, Mr. Chairman, these wor-
thy and important projects have not
been funded and the communities in-
volved have seen their hopes for eco-
nomic self-sufficiency ignored. I think
we owe Native Americans in Alaska a
better deal, especially when they have
shown the ability, desire, and likeli-
hood of success as these villages have.

Since this is really just the first
stage of the process, I will continue to
work with the other members of the
Alaska delegation and the leadership of
the Appropriations Committee to en-
sure that these villages are treated
fairly.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alaska?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Alaska
[Mr. YOUNG] is withdrawn.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ANDREWS OF

TEXAS

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ANDREWS of
Texas: Page 15, line 7, strike *‘$1,059,333,000"
and insert **$1,056,207,000"".

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the time on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto be limited to 20 minutes, 10
minutes to be controlled by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. ANDREWS] and
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10 minutes by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. MCDADE].

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

Mr. REGULA. We object, Mr. Chair-
man. We need more time.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, may I
ask, how much time does the gen-
tleman need?

Mr. McDADE. My understanding is
that there is going to be an amendment
to the amendment. I do not know that
to be the case. It has not been offered
yet. So, I would ask if we can limit it
to 10 minutes and 10 minutes on this
amendment alone.

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr, Chair-
man, I am not aware there is going to
be an amendment to the amendment.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I will
amend my request to make the time
pertain to this amendment alone.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The time on this
amendment will be limited to 10 min-
utes on each side on this amendment
alone, 10 minutes controlled by the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ANDREWS]
and 10 minutes controlled by the gen-
tleman from  Pennsylvania [Mr.
McCDADE].

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to end
what is one of the worst misappropria-
tions of tax dollars in recent memory:
Steamtown, USA in Scranton, PA. My
amendment would reduce the National
Park Service's operations budget by
$3,126,000, the amount requested to op-
erate Steamtown, USA for next year.

Should this amendment be success-
ful, I plan to introduce legislation giv-
ing the Park Service the discretion to
put this project back where it belongs:
in the private sector.

Protecting and preserving our his-
tory and national parks is one of the
great responsibilities of every Con-
gress. At a time of such scarce Federal
resources, Congress must act respon-
sibly.

Mr. Chairman, the case against
Steamtown, USA is indefensible. This
is not a unique project of great histori-
cal importance: America already has
217 railroad museums across the coun-
try. Historians have noted that Scran-
ton is of only modest historical signifi-
cance, as compared to Chicago, recog-
nized as the greatest rail center in the
Nation since 1870, St. Louis, histori-
cally the second largest hub and al-
ready home to a magnificent rail col-
lection, or nearby Baltimore, home of
the Mount Clair shops, which date to
1830. These sites were much more im-
portant to the growth of the railroads
and would be more appropriate sites for
a national rail museum.
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Steamtown’s collection of steam en-
gines is not of great historical signifi-
cance, either. Over 25 percent of the
steam engines at Steamtown are Cana-
dian in origin, not American.

Mr. Chairman, others far more famil-
iar with this project than I echo my
sentiments. The president of the Na-
tional Parks and Conservation Associa-
tion, a watchdog group overseeing the
National Park System, has stated:
“Steamtown is nothing more than an
abuse of the public trust and should be
sidetracked immediately."”

The Smithsonian Institution’s trans-
portation curator called Steamtown
“‘an inconsequential collection [which]
largely duplicates what can be found
elsewhere in better condition.”

More than once, I have heard the
project described as a second-rate col-
lection of trains on a third-rate site.
Hardly what one would call an essen-
tial part of our National Park System.

Steamtown, however, does stand out
in the manner it has been developed
and funded. It began as a private ven-
ture in Vermont and was moved to
Pennsylvania in the early 1980's. When
private funding dried up, proponents
turned to Congress. So, Congress stud-
ied the proposal, received comments
from the Park Service, and made a re-
sponsible addition to the National
Park System, right? Wrong.
Steamtown was first authorized in a
continuing resolution appropriations
bill late in the 99th Congress in 1986,
thus bypassing the normal authorizing
process and the usual review by the Na-
tional Park Service. The project has
received $66 million through fiscal year
1993, although it was originally author-
ized for only $20 million. This $66 mil-
lion is enough to operate the Grand
Canyon National Park for roughly 6
years, and Steamtown's operation
costs are 10 times per visitor that of
Grand Canyon's.

This year, the Park Service has re-
quested $3.126 million for the operation
of Steamtown, an increase of 33 percent
from the fiscal year 1993 level. A recent
GAO study finds that upon completion
the park will need in excess of $6 mil-
lion a year for operations. This is not a
one-time expense. This is $6 million
every year for a project that is really
nothing more than a hometown jobs
program.

Mr. Chairman, I am as interested in
historical preservation as anyone in
this chamber. That is another reason
why I offer this amendment. Funding
for projects like Steamtown diverts the
National Park Service from its historic
mission of preserving and maintaining
great national parks like Yosemite and
Yellowstone. Both of these parks have
had to scramble in recent years to pro-
vide scaled-back services to users, such
as fewer patrols, longer response time
to requests, and less interpretive serv-
ices. Yosemite has actually had to keep
closed campgrounds that would nor-
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mally have opened this summer. Not-
ing this, the New York Times stated:
*it's galling to let a boondoggle siphon
even another penny from the Park
Service's worthier, maintenance-
starved projects.” I think it is a trav-
esty that we neglect two of the true
gems of our Park System so that we
can fund Steamtown.

Mr. Chairman, my opponents will
likely rise and proclaim the many sup-
posed merits of this dubious project.
But, if it has merits, then surely the
private sector will jump at the chance
to participate in its operation. This
simply is not a project that the Federal
Government should be funding.

Steamtown is an embarrassment to
the Congress and the National Park
System. It is a runaway train loaded
with pork barrels, and it's time to
throw the switch. I urge my colleagues
to vote for my amendment.

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, at the outset I want to
briefly set the record straight about
who is in favor of this national park:
the National Park Service in this ad-
ministration, the National Park Serv-
ice in the last administration, the Gov-
ernor of Pennsylvania who is a Demo-
crat, the former Governor of Penn-
sylvania who is a Republican, and both
Senators from Pennsylvania, one from
the Republican Party, one from the
Democrat Party. It has had full hear-
ings and full authorizations twice in
front of the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

I deeply regret, may I say, Mr. Chair-
man, that the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ANDREWS] has chosen to bring for-
ward this amendment. In my opinion it
is destructive, and it is irresponsible.

I have been a Member of this body for
31 years, and I have been a member of
the Appropriations Subcommittee on
the Interior for 29 of those 31 years.
During that time I think I have served
with some of the finest people I have
met in this Congress, and I have
worked on a bipartisan basis with
Members from that side of the aisle,
Members from this side of the aisle, to
develop the cultural and natural re-
sources of this country. I do not believe
there has been a Member that I have
not been able to work with in a biparti-
san and cooperative spirit.

One of the developments in the sys-
tem that I view as having great signifi-
cance is the Steamtown National His-
toric Site. Let me repeat, Mr. Chair-
man, that this project was unani-
mously authorized by the House in 1986
after full hearings in front of the Sub-
committee on Public Lands of the Inte-
rior Committee and then in the full
committee. Funding for construction
has already been provided annually in
this bill in 1987, 1988, 1989, 1990, 1991,
and 1992 with support by the Congress
of the United States, and it was reau-
thorized in February of last year.
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Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, a
total of $66 million of Federal tax funds
have been invested, and it has been
complemented by $20 million, roughly
$10 million of which is State funding, $5
million of which is city of Scranton
funding, local funding, and $5 million
of which is private support. All those
funds, State, Federal, and local, have
been combined to support the construc-
tion of this national historic site, and
this system is open and running. Last
year 400,000 people visited this site
from all 50 States in the Nation and
from 40 foreign countries, and the com-
ments of the people who go there, who
bring their children there, are uni-
formly, uniformly, complimentary.

I say to my friend that the best defi-
nition I ever heard of a national park is
a window on the past, and our parks
raise various kinds of windows on the
past. I say to my colleagues, if you go
to Yosemite or Yellowstone, you look
through that window, and you see the
pristine beauty of this great Nation as
God created it. You can go to Independ-
ence Park, and you open the window in
Independence Park, and you look in,
and you see what the Framers of the
Constitution and the Declaration of
Independence did at the time they did
it, as they did it. You breathe the air
as they breathed it, you see the scene
as they saw it. And, when you go to
this historic site, you see the Indus-
trial Revolution in this country that
took place from 1830 to 1920, as it can-
not exist, and does not exist, any place
else like this in the country. You can
take your children there. They can
hear it, they can feel it, they can see
it, they can watch the locomotives, the
rails, that tied this Nation together
and changed us from an agrarian na-
tion into one of the great industrial
powers of the world.

Now comes this destructive amend-
ment well after the ninth inning, $66
million in Federal dollars appro-
priated, $20 million in State, and pri-
vate, and local, and says to the Amer-
ican public, ‘““Keep out. Take out the
operating money. We're going to lock
the door, turn this into a rust bucket.”
It says to the people who work there,
“Get out on the streets. You have been
working here for 7 years, but you're
through now. We're not going to use
this resource."’

If I ever, Mr. Chairman, saw an
amendment that was ill considered,
penny-wise and pound-foolish, it is this
one that tries to say we can save $3
million by throwing away $86 million
in investments.

Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, I
hope this amendment is roundly de-
feated.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR].

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of the Andrews
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amendment to H.R. 2520, which will
eliminate funding for the Steamtown
National Historic Site.

This site has little purpose or worth,
yet Steamtown needs $3.1 million to
operate in fiscal year 1994. To put this
into perspective, that is one-sixth of
the operating costs of Yellowstone,
$18,247 million; one-fifth of the operat-
ing costs of Yosemite, $15,910 million;
and one-fourth of the operating costs of
the Grand Canyon, $11.241 million.
Moreover, this site has received over
$66 million to date, enough to run any
one of these parks for several years.
This is a substantial amount of money
for a site that is of modest historical
significance and which is at best sec-
ond rate. To continue to fund this site
would be an unwise use of taxpayer dol-
lars.

I urge my colleagues to cut the fund-
ing for Steamtown and to support the
Andrews amendment.

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA].

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDADE] for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, the
Akron Beacon Journal, which is one of
the most respected papers in the State
of Ohio, in last Sunday’s travel section
had a very extensive story about
Steamtown U.S.A., inviting the people
in Ohio to come and visit. Now I think
this points out that here is a facility
that will serve millions of people. It is
accessible to New York City, to Phila-
delphia, to Ohio, to many people who
otherwise would not have an oppor-
tunity to see a facility of this type and
who understand that railroads made
this Nation great. This is a rich part of
our Nation's history. As the Beacon
Journal states '‘Steamtown keeps alive
railroad’s past and its natural habitat
in the Scranton train yard."
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It goes on to say in this article,
‘““There are dozens of railroad museums
in North America, but Steamtown Na-
tional Historic Site in Scranton is spe-
cial.” It goes on to say, ‘“The collection
of 35 steam locomotives and 78 cars is
regarded as one of the country’s fin-
est."”

I think it would be a tragedy not to
make this facility, which is a part of
the National Park System, available to
those millions of people that will have
an opportunity to understand an indus-
try that has built this Nation and is re-
spected particularly in the eastern part
of the United States.

I would point out, this has been reau-
thorized unanimously by this body, so
that the authorizing committees, and
this body, have made it very clear that
they support this as a national park.

Mr. VENTO. If the gentleman would
yield, I would point out to the gen-
tleman that there has not been a reau-
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thorization bill passed. It was the sub-
ject of House passage, but it was not
acted on by the Senate. So in essence it
is not authorized.

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr, Chairman, as the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] knows, we do
not control the other body. When the
gentleman and I talked about it, we
had extensive hearings in front of the
gentleman’'s committee. The bill was
reported out and passed by the House
without dissent and it got locked up in
the other body. We do not control the
other body, and that happens a lot
around here.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCDADE, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, again
this issue is before the House today,
not before the other body, and this
body has reauthorized this as a na-
tional park. I would also point out that
this is unique in that there has been a
public-private partnership. I think this
is the future direction we must go as
far as the development of resources of
this type, and we will see more of that.
The local community and State have
put assets into this park to make it a
success.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to reject this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
point out that the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. REGULA] has the right to
close debate, representing the commit-
tee's position on this issue.

Mr, MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve I have the right to close.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. McDADE] is
correct.

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY].

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, my four
kids love the story of the little engine
that could. But Steamtown USA is no
bedtime story. It is a nightmare for
American taxpayers.

The National Park Service did not
originally request this project. In fact,
every dollar spent on Steamtown USA
is a dollar we cannot spend on national
parks and other sites of greater histori-
cal significance.

Last year the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs considered author-
ization of the Steamtown project. But
it is important to stress that the jus-
tification for authorization was to fi-
nally put the brakes on this program
by limiting its authorization level.

Mr. Chairman, it is time to take the
steam out of Steamtown. Over the past
several years, as a result of pork-barrel
politics at its worst, American tax-
payers have forked over $66 million to
finance this venture. Now taxpayers
are being asked to foot the bill for the
annual operating costs.
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It is an embarrassment that this
Steamtown train ever left the station.
It is a shame that this project has been
kept on track with $66 million of ap-
propriations through the years.

Steamtown is not a national priority,
it is a national disgrace. It ought to be
derailed. I urge support for the An-
drews amendment.

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would simply reply
to the remarks of the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] about the Na-
tional Park Service not requesting this
park. Let me say to the gentleman
that we are not sent here to be people
who have no authority. We are not sent
here to be penny-wise and pound-fool-
ish, as I said earlier.

Mr. Chairman, between 1970 and 1990
there were 116 units added to the Na-
tional Park Service. Only 56 of those
were formally recommended by the Na-
tional Park Service. Sixty of them
were independent and unilateral ac-
tions taken by this Congress.

Listen to the ones I am talking
about: Golden Gate National Recre-
ation Area. You can turn that over to
San Francisco and say, ““You pay for
it.” You can turn over the Padre Is-
lands in Texas and say, “OK, Texas,
you have got the money; you pay for
1t-!|

You can turn over Big Bend or Gold-
en Gate. Gateway National Park on the
east coast was not recommended by the
National Park Service. The Lyndon
Johnson National Historic Park in
Texas was not recommended by the Na-
tional Park Service; it was done by
Congress. Neither was Glen Canyon,
nor Tuskegee Institute. Valley Forge
was not recommended by the National
Park Service. It was done by this Con-
gress. And the list goes on. More than
half of the initiatives taken were con-
gressional initiatives.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 15 seconds to say
that Steamtown, USA is no Valley
Forge.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. SLAT-
TERY].

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Chairman, cut-
ting spending is not easy. None of us
like to come to the floor of the House
and confront a colleague that we all
admire and like, who we have a lot of
respect for his efforts. The fact that he
has tried to push this project through
for years is something we do not enjoy
taking on. But I think in making the
decision that we have to make here
today, we have to make one basic
choice, and please listen to this choice:
Are we willing to raise taxes to pay for
Steamtown, yes or no?

If you cannot go home to your con-
stituents and look your constituents in
the eye and say that we have got to



15852

raise taxes to build Steamtown, then
your vote today is a simple yes vote for
the Andrews amendment to terminate
this project.

A lot of arguments can be made for
this project and other projects. But
when we are raising taxes, and no one
likes to raise taxes, the gentleman
from Kansas does not and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania does not ei-
ther, but when we have a $300 billion
deficit and when we are facing the re-
ality of raising taxes to deal with that,
and then dealing with this kind of
spending, we have to honestly answer
that fundamental question: Will we
raise taxes to fund Steamtown, yes or
no?

The gentleman from Kansas says no.
I cannot go home to Kansas and sell a
tax raise in Kansas to fund Steamtown.

Now, if my colleagues can, then they
should vote for Steamtown and vote
against the Andrews amendment. I am
going to vote for the Andrews amend-
ment because I cannot go home to Kan-
sas and sell a tax increase to fund these
kinds of projects.

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. REGULA].

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I would
just point out in Kansas we are spend-
ing $6565,000 to operate Fort Larned,
with 51,000 visitors. And for Fort Scott,
we are spending $572,000 to operate it,
with 87,000 visitors.

Mr. Chairman, you heard the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MCcDADE] give the number of visitors at
Steamtown.

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentlemian will yield, the gen-
tleman will check further, the gen-
tleman will find out when it comes to
the National Park Service, Kansas gets
probably less money in total than any
other State of the Union. In terms of
the National Park Service, Kansas gets
a lot less than most States.

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman ought to confer with his del-
egation about how to remedy that, and
not take it out on the rest of us.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
SHAW].

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is re-
straining himself from this debate.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is wrong in
this debate to try to measure some-
thing like Steamtown against some of
our great western parks. This seems to
be trading off as a West versus East sit-
uation.

Mr. Chairman, the railroad train is a
very important part of our history. I
can tell you as the great grandson of
one of the engineers of the great rail-
roads, the Lackawanna Railroad, in the
Scranton, Carbondale, Truth areas,
that I think this is an important land-
mark. I think this is important to
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save. It is an important part of our his-
tory, and it is a very dangerous situa-
tion when you start talking about
going into a bill and picking out small
items, as this is a very small item rel-
ative to some of the other items that
are in this particular bill.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge a ‘‘no"
vote on this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, Both the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ANDREWS] and the gen-
tleman from  Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDADE] have 1 minute remaining. The
gentleman from Pennsylvania has the
right to close.
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Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 30 seconds.

I want to point out to the Members a
recent GAO study reflects that the
operational expenses for Steamtown,
USA, will be into the future $6.5 mil-
lion a year. At the same time, tax-
payers are spending only $10 million a
year to run Grand Canyon National
Park. Something is dramatically
wrong here. Let us stop this absolute
waste of taxpayer dollars and spend our
money where it can be most effective,
to help our parks that count and mat-
ter.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

I just want to bring the direction of
the House around a little bit to some of
the conversations we have had about
taxes. $3 million is the sum we are
talking about here.

Let us look at the State of the gen-
tleman from Texas and the annual op-
erating costs of the park system there:
Big Thicket Preserve, §1.5 million
every year, Chamizal National Park,
$1.4 million; Big Bend, $3.5 million;
LBJ Historic Site, $2.6 million; Padre
Island National Seashore, $2 million;
San Antonio Missions, $1.5 million;
Lake Meredith Recreation Area, $1.6
million; Amistad National Recreation
Area, $1.5 million; Fort Davis National
Monument, about $700,000; the
Guadaloupe National Park, $1.4 mil-
lion; for a grand total of $17.9 million.

We could make the same argument
against all of these. In fact, maybe
when we get around to it, maybe what
we ought to do is just close all these
parks and put a fence around every-
thing.

Mr. Chairman, I hope this amend-
ment is roundly defeated. It would
throw away $88 million and almost 10
years of effort in a very inequitable ef-
fort.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The guestion is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ANDREWS].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.
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RECORDED VOTE

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas, Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 192, noes 229,
not voting 18 as follows:

[Roll No. 332]

AYES—192
Allard Gilchrest Norton (DC)
Andrews (ME) Glickman Nussle
Andrews (NJ) Goodlatte Payne (VA)
Andrews (TX) Gordon Penny
Archer Green Peterson (FL)
Bacchus (FL) Gutierrez Peterson (MN)
Bachus (AL) Hall (TX) Pomeroy
Baker (LA) Hamburg Poshard
Ballenger Hamilton Price (NC})
Barca Hancock Ramstad
Barcia Hayes Ravenel
Barlow Hefley Reed
Barrett (WI) Hoagland Reynolds
Bartlett Hoke Richardson
Bilbray Holden Roberts
Bilirakis Huffington Roemer
Brewster Hutchinson Rohrabacher
Browder Inglis Rostenkowski
Brown (OH) Inhofe Roth
Bryant Inslee Roukema
Bunning Istook Royce
Burton Jacobs Sanders
Canady Johnson (CT) Sangmeister
Cantwell Johnson (GA) Sawyer
Cardin Johnson (SD) Schaefer
Carr Johnson, Sam Schenk
Castle Kaptur Schroeder
Clement Kasich Schumer
Coble Kennedy Sensenbrenner
Condit Kildee Sharp
Cooper Kingston Shays
Coppersmith Kleczka Shepherd
Costello Klug Skaggs
Cox Kreidler Skelton
Cramer Kyl Slattery
Crane Lambert Smith (MI)
Danner Lancaster Snowe
Deal LaRocco Spratt
DeFazio Laughlin Stark
Derrick Levin Stenholm
Deutsch Lewis (GA) Stokes
Dooley Lipinski Strickland
Doolittle Long Studds
Dornan Maloney Stump
Duncan Mann Stupak
Edwards (TX) Manzullo Sundquist
Emerson McCandless Swett
English (AZ) McCurdy Synar
English (OK) McDermott Talent
Eshoo McHale Tanner
Evans Meclnnis Tauzin
Everett McKeon Taylor (MS)
Ewing McKinney Thurman
Fawell Meehan Torricelli
Fields (TX) Meyers Vento
Filner Mfume Volkmer
Fingerhut Mica Walker
Franks (NJ) Miller (CA) Wheat
Furse Miller (FL) Williams
Gallegly Minge Woolsey
Gekas Mink Wyden
Gephardt Moorhead Yates
Geren Neal (MA) Young (FL)
Gibbons Neal (NC) Zimmer

NOES—229
Abercrombie Blute Clayton
Ackerman Boehlert Clinger
Applegate Boehner Clyburn
Armey Bonilla Collins (GA)
Baesler Bonior Collins (IL)
Baker (CA) Borski Collins (MI)
Barrett (NE) Boucher Combest
Barton Brooks Cayne
Bateman Brown (CA) Crapo
Becerra Brown (FL) Cunningham
Beilenson Buyer Darden
Bentley Byrne de la Garza
Bereuter Callahan de Lugo (VD)
Berman Calvert DeLauro
Bishop Camp DeLay
Blackwell Chapman Dellums
Bliley Clay Diaz-Balart
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Dickey LaFalce Quillen
Dicks Lantos Quinn
Dingell Lazio Rahall
Dixon Leach Rangel
Drejer Lavy Regula
Dunn Lewis (CA) Ridge
Durbin Lewis (FL) Rogers
Edwards (CA) Lightfoot Ros-Lehtinen
Engel Linder Rose
Farr Livingston Rowland
Fazio Lloyd Roybal-Allard
Fields (LA) Lowey Rush
Fish Machtley Sabo
Flake Manton Santorum
Foglietta Margolies- Saxton
Ford (MI) Mezvinsky Schiff
Fowler Markey Scott
Frank (MA) Martinez Serrano
Franks (CT) Matsui Shaw
Frost Mazzoli Shuster
Gallo McCloskey Sisisky
Gejdenson McCollum Skeen
Gillmor McCrery Slaughter
Gilman McDade Smith (1A)
Gingrich McHugh Smith (NJ)
Gonzalez McMillan Smith (OR)
Goodling McNulty Smith (TX)
Goss Meek Solomon
Grams Menendez Spence
Grandy Michel Stearns
Greenwood Mineta Swift
Gunderson Moakley Taylor (NC)
Hall (OH) Molinari Tejeda
Hansen Mollohan Thomas (CA)
Harman Montgomery Thomas (WY)
Hastert Moran Thornton
Hefner Morella Torkildsen
Herger Murtha Traflicant
Hilliard Myers Tucker
Hinchey Nadler Underwood (GU}
Hobson Natcher Unsoeld
Hochbrueckner Oberstar Upton
Hoekstra Olver Valentine
Horn Ortiz Velazquez
Houghton Orton Visclosky
Hoyer Owens Vucanovich
Hughes Oxley Walsh
Hunter Pallone Washington
Hutto Parker Waters
Hyde Pastor Watt
Jefferson Paxon Waxman
Johnson, E. B, Payne (NJ) Weldon
Kanjorski Pelosi Whitten
Kennelly Petri Wilson
Kim Pickett Wise
King Pickle Wolf
Klein Pombo Wynn
Klink Porter Young (AK)
Knollenberg Portman Zeliff
Kopetski Pryce (OH)
NOT VOTING—18

Bevill Henry Romero-Barcelo
Coleman Johnston (PR)
Conyers Kolbe Sarpalius
Faleomavaega Lehman Thompson

(AS) Murphy Torres
Ford (TN) Obey Towns
Hastings Packard
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Mrs. COLLINS of Michigan, Mr.
FARR of California, Mr. ABERCROM-
BIE, Mr. SERRANO, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mrs. UNSOELD, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, and Messrs. ZELIFF,
DREIER, MCcHUGH, HERGER, and
HALL of Ohio changed their vote from
uayen to uno.u!

Messrs. McCCANDLESS, SMITH of
Michigan, BARCIA of Michigan,
MFUME, and LEWIS of Georgia
changed their vote from “‘no” to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word to engage in a col-
loquy with the gentleman from Wyo-
ming [Mr. THOMAS] and I yield to the
gentleman from Wyoming.
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Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. I thank
the gentleman for yielding, Mr. Chair-
man.

I rise for the purpose of entering into
a colloquy with the chairman of the
subcommittee, Mr. YATES.

Mr. Chairman, the administration’s
budget request included construction
funding for several fish hatcheries. It is
my understanding that the Fish and
Wildlife Service is currently reviewing
its hatchery system and the committee
decided to defer these funding requests
until such time as that review is com-
plete and a comprehensive hatchery
policy is in place.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the
Jackson National Fish Hatchery in
Wyoming has a spring pipeline that is
in dire need of replacement. Spring
water is supplied to the hatchery
through a 34-year-old steel pipeline
that is leaking along most of its
length. The pipeline is buried along a
hillside and through wetland areas that
creates shifting and provides an unsta-
ble base for the pipeline. A primary
focus of the Jackson hatchery program
is to sustain healthy populations of
Snake River cutthroat trout, a species
of concern throughout its range, so
that the species will not require listing
under the Endangered Species Act.
Should the pipeline fail, not only is the
hatchery’'s entire fish production for 1
year in danger, but the adult
broodstock for the Snake River cut-
throat trout could be wiped out, a pop-
ulation that would take 7 years to re-
place.

This is a situation we are all very
concerned about for obvious reasons.
The committee report lists funding for
emergency construction projects under
the Fish and Wildlife Service at $1 mil-
lion, Is it the chairman's understand-
ing that if the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice deems the hatchery is at risk, the
Service could utilize some of the emer-
gency funding for the Jackson National
Fish Hatchery?

Mr. YATES. Yes, the gentleman is
correct. I would encourage the Fish
and Wildlife Service to use the emer-
gency funding for this purpose, as nec-
essary.

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the chairman of the sub-
committee for his consideration.

Ms. SHEPHERD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 2520 and I thank Chairman YATES
and the committee for their wise
choices in this difficult year. One pro-
vision with which I am particularly
pleased relates to the Book Cliffs area
of Utah, a spectacular, little-known
mountainous plateau with rugged, wil-
derness characteristics. The elevation
is approximately 8,500 feet at the Book
Cliffs Divide and 6,500 feet at the lower
elevation, with precipitation at as
much as 18 to 20 inches at the higher
elevations. The north slopes give way
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to deep, sharp canyons of sagebrush,
browse, pinon/juniper, and riparian
areas. The lower elevation has broad
flats between the draws and canyons
and produces forewing, serviceberry,
mahogany, wheatgrass and pinon/juni-
per. The vast plateau is almost com-
pletely uninhabited and the huge pub-
lic lands grazing allotments are con-
trolled by only five ranches.

This year's land and water conserva-
tion fund includes an appropriation of
$2.45 million to the Bureau of Land
Management intended to fund the ac-
quisition of the S&H Ranch and part of
the Cripple Cowboy, two privately
owned ranches. These are riparian
lands along Bitter Creek, Chipeta Can-
yon, Sweetwater Canyon, South Can-
yon, Main Canyon, Meadow Creek, and
Willow Creek and includes Utah's only
designated roadless area. The lands at
the higher elevations will provide in-
creased forage for a variety of wildlife
and the Utah Division of Wildlife Re-
sources has already begun moose trans-
plants. Bighorn sheep and bison were
once found in the areas and will be re-
introduced. Wildlife such as deer, black
bear, mountain lion, raptors, and small
mammals will once again become part
of the landscape.

This effort to acquire and preserve
the cultural and resource values of
these ranches was a project of the Book
Cliffs conservation initiative, a cooper-
ative program between the Bureau of
Land Management and the Utah Divi-
sion of Wildlife Resources. I had the
pleasure of voting as a Utah senator to
support this acquisition. Several local
and national conservation organiza-
tions, including the Nature Conser-
vancy, the Rocky Mt. Elk Foundation,
and the Foundation for North Amer-
ican Wild Sheep, are working together
in the initiative and will provide addi-
tional funding. The Book Cliffs con-
servation initiative will result in in-
creased and improved wildlife habitat
on over 600,000 acres of public and pri-
vate land. Because the lands acquired
include vast contiguous tracts encom-
passing entire watersheds, the initia-
tive will have the opportunity to cre-
ate a model for ecosystem manage-
ment.

Again, I commend the chairman for
his hard work and thank him for his
foresight in helping to preserve these
priceless lands.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word in order to engage
in a colloquy with the gentleman from
Montana [Mr. WiLL1aMs]. I yield to the
gentleman from Montana.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.
Along with expressing my appreciation
for your work on this bill, Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to clarify that the
National Appropriate Technology As-
sistance Service [NATAS] was funded
in the fiscal year 1994 Department of
Energy appropriation.
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Mr. YATES. The gentleman is cor-
rect. The administration requested $1.4
million for fiscal year 1994 in its budget
for energy conservation and our bill
supports the NATAS program in full.

Mr. WILLIAMS. My understanding is
that the NATAS program has been run
successfully from its inception by the
nonprofit organization, the National
Center for Appropriate Technology
[NCAT]. It is the chairman’'s intent
that this program should be continued
to be administered by NCAT to ensure
continued quality?
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Mr. YATES. To the extent that I can
do so, I would be willing to say yes.

I am aware of NCAT's good work and
strong program management and ex-
pect the NATAS program to be contin-
ued to be managed by NCAT as indi-
cated in the budget submission.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I wish to thank the
chairman. As the chairman is aware
NCAT has demonstrated good innova-
tion and solid technical support and
has received special acknowledgment
by consumers and industry alike.

Mr. Chairman, I thank him and his
colleagues on the committee for their
continued support.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DUNCAN

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, DUNCAN: Page
15, line 7, strike *'$1,059,333,000"' and insert
*$1,045,333,000".

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, this
bill, as it presently stands, has a 122-
percent increase in funding for the Pre-
sidio in San Francisco.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DUNCAN, I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all time on
this amendment and amendments
thereto may close after 20 minutes on
each side, 20 minutes to be controlled
by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
DuNcAaN], and 20 minutes to be con-
trolled by myself.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this bill, as it pres-
ently stands, has a 122-percent increase
in funding for the Presidio in San
Francisco.

The bill increases funding from $11.4
million this year to $25.4 million this
coming year.

My amendment is a simple freeze of
this funding. It would save $14 million.
This amendment is supported and has
been endorsed by the National Tax-
payers Union, the Citizens for a Sound
Economy, and the Citizens Against
Government Waste.
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This amendment would save the tax-
payers $14 million.

The GAO estimates a one-time cost
of between $850 million and $1.2 billion
to convert this base from a military
base to a National Park.

After that, the Presidio will cost at
least $45 million a year to operate,
three times as much as the Yellow-
stone National Park and five times as
much as the Great Smoky Mountains
National Park.

This park will be the most expensive
national park in the country. It will
drain money from every other park in
the Nation.

All of this to create a park out of a
base that now contains a pet cemetery,
a bowling alley, a movie theater, and
1,200 units of 1950’s-style housing.

In 1970, the Park Service professional
staff specifically recommended that
the major developed portions of the
Presidio not be transferred to National
Park Service jurisdiction.

The original bill recommended that
only the coastal and historic areas be
made a park.

This would require only about one-
third of the acreage now being covered
in this bill. The GAO has told us that
$49.3 million has already been allocated
in the Department of Defense Budget
to spend on improvements at the Pre-
sidio.

Mr. Chairman, over the last 2 years,
Congress has appropriated $15.4 million
to the National Park Service for ac-
tivities at the Presidio. Although the
original schedule of the Park Service
provided for the agency to develop a
final plan for the Presidio in 1993, they
have yet to even release a draft plan
for public review.

Yet, the budget request by the ad-
ministration, and this bill before us
today, would allocate an additional
$25.4 million to the National Park
Service for Presidio programs in fiscal
year 1994. This bill seeks approval of
the Congress to blindly go along with
funding for this project, a project
which is destined to be the most expen-
sive park in the National Park System.
I would like to provide my colleagues
with a little history of this project.

The idea of turning the Presidio into
a park originated in a single obscure
sentence in the 1972 legislation estab-
lishing Golden Gate national recre-
ation area in San Francisco. This sen-
tence simply stated that if the Army
ever determined that the Presidio was
surplus to their needs, jurisdiction over
the area would be turned over to the
National Park Service.

Since there were no plans for the
Army to leave in the foreseeable fu-
ture, this provision was not extensively
debated. However, the House report ac-
companying that bill made it clear
that Congress did not believe the Na-
tional Park Service should take over
the entire Presidio. Therefore, it is en-
tirely appropriate that Congress fully
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review this issue before allocating mil-
lions of scarce dollars.

The Presidio has a long history of
military service and it has numerous
historic buildings and natural resource
areas which should be preserved. But
the Presidio also has such facilities as
huge hospitals, a bowling alley, a golf
course, over 1,200 housing units, a med-
ical research lab, a church, a super-
market, warehouses, a pet cemetery,
and numerous other buildings and fa-
cilities.

In all, there are over 6 million square
feet of building space within the Pre-
sidio. These buildings and facilities are
not needed for any park purpose, nor is
the Park Service, or even the Federal
Government, best suited for their man-
agement.

Recently, the Base Closure Commis-
sion recommended that the 6th Army
should continue to use the Presidio as
its headquarters. However, that will
provide for continued Federal occupa-
tion of less than 10 percent of the
building space at the Presidio.

Unfortunately, like many of our Fed-
eral facilities around the country, the
Presidio has not been adequately main-
tained by the Defense Department and
is in need of massive amounts of fund-
ing for rehabilitation.

The current estimates are that about
$77 million is needed for initial toxic
waste cleanup—excluding lead paint
and asbestos removal—$93 million is
needed for infrastructure repair and
somewhere between $678 million and $1
billion is needed to rehabilitate the 870
buildings.

In all, the total cost to rehabilitate
this park is projected by the GAO to be
somewhere between $850 million to §1.2
billion. Of course, toxic waste cleanup
is a necessary Government expense,
but the other 93 percent of the costs
need not be Government expenses, un-
less the Government proposes to per-
manently occupy the entire area.

I must also add that just last year,
the National Park Service estimated
that rehabilitation of the buildings
would cost somewhere between $110 and
$325 million, so one can only wonder
how high actual costs will really soar.

This one-time billion dollar cost for
fixing up the Presidio is just the begin-
ning. After initial startup costs comes
the permanent cost of operating the
park. The Park Service and Army have
jointly estimated that the average cost
of operating the Presidio over the last
5 years has been about $45 million.

Even if costs of operating the Pre-
sidio as a park are no higher, this will
still be the most expensive park to op-
erate in the country by far; about 3
times the annual cost of operating Yo-
semite National Park.

In light of our Federal budget prob-
lems, imagine the outrage of hard-
working Americans if they learned
that a military base we are closing in
San Francisco, in order to save tax-
payer money, is going to actually cost
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the taxpayers over $1 billion to convert
into a national park.

The Park Service is proposing a not
too novel concept to reduce the burden
to the Federal Government of operat-
ing this project. Since the National
Park Service readily agrees that the
building space is far in excess of any
conceivable future agency needs, they
want to just become landlords and
lease it out.

The problem is that just 15 months
before the National Park Service is
scheduled to take over, they have just
one tenant. I should not fail to men-
tion that the Park Service is currently
reviewing all sorts of imaginative pro-
posals from such groups as the Pickle
Family Circus and bungee jumping
groups to name a few.

The preliminary National Park Serv-
ice plan also includes such concepts as
tearing down hospitals and destroying
quality housing in a city where afford-
able housing is virtually nonexistent.
These proposals are neither logical or
economically justifiable.

It is my opinion that the Federal
Government does not make a very good
landlord. And, as is obvious from the
underwhelming response to the Park
Service's call for interested tenants,
there is no great interest on behalf of
the private sector to come in and in-
vest hundreds of millions of dollars in
Government facilities, which the Gov-
ernment will turn around and rent
back to them at fair market value.

Perhaps some of my colleagues who
have been here longer than I will re-
member what happened when the Park
Service was identified as the agency to
take over and run Union Station as the
National Visitor Center. Despite pour-
ing tens of millions of Federal dollars
into that project over a 13-year period,
the building came very close to suc-
cumbing to the wrecker’s ball, leaking
roof and all—until Congress passed leg-
islation turning the building over to
the private sector to rehabilitate and
operate.

Well, the Presidio is the complexity
of Union Station times 1,000. It is far
beyond the capability of the National
Park Service to operate, as their
progress to date amply illustrates.

In my opinion, the best solution to
this situation is for the Federal Gov-
ernment to retain only those Presidio
lands which truly meet the high stand-
ards we have set for inclusion in the
park system, and to divest itself of the
remainder of the lands and facilities to
the benefit of the Federal taxpayer, the
U.S. Treasury, and the city of San
Francisco.

We must not ignore options for non-
Federal management of this site, be-
cause of a single sentence enacted over
20 years ago. However, I recognize that
we will probably not debate the merits
of such authorizing legislation here
today.

What we must instead debate today
is the merits of whether we should con-
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cede to the administration proposal to
spend $25.4 million, which the adminis-
tration presents as half the annual fu-
ture cost of operating the Presidio as a
national park, before there is any
agreed upon plan.

My friends, buying into this proposal
is the beginning of a tumble down a
long slippery slope. I think that we
must avoid committing huge amounts
of additional Federal dollars to this
project until we have a better idea of
its total magnitude.

1 believe that this project is one
which we cannot afford, at a time when
we are shutting down military bases all
over the country to save taxpayer dol-
lars and at a time when the existing
park system is so underfunded and
understaffed that visitors and re-
sources are suffering.

I ask my colleagues who have a na-
tional park in your district if that park
is adequately funded today, and I ask
you to think what a billion dollar li-
ability would do to your ability to se-
cure the funds needed to fully operate
those existing parks.

Today, the National Park Service
faces a backlog of several billion dol-
lars in land acquisition, about $400 mil-
lion in annual park operations, and bil-
lions of dollars in construction. All
these high priority needs at existing
parks will be pushed aside in an effort
to meet the needs at the Presidio.

Proposals to provide adequate em-
ployee housing, fix park roads, protect
park resources from vandals, search for
lost visitors, provide adequate inter-
pretation, and save historic buildings
around the country will be impacted by
this project. It is not acceptable to me
to take precious funds from the oper-
ation of Yosemite, Yellowstone, or
other National Park System areas to
operate a bowling alley or golf course
at the Presidio.

I know that each year, members of
the Interior appropriation committee
work very hard to meet all the re-
quests of members, and I cannot imug-
ine how much harder their jobs will be
if we allow this billion dollar project to
march forward.

I want to also point out to members,
as I said earlier, that the bill which
provided for Park Service takeover of
the Presidio also established Golden
Gate National Park. It is important to
recognize that the Federal Government
already owns extensive park lands
within the city of San Francisco and
surrounding counties.

The 73,000-acre Golden Gate National
Recreation Area, which was established
in 1972, will continue to provide recre-
ation opportunities to millions of peo-
ple at an annual operation cost of over
$10 million in 1994. In fact, the entire
Presidio could still be developed as
parkland, it is just that the total cost
should not be underwritten by the Fed-
eral Government, as is currently envi-
sioned.
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Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this simple freeze amend-
ment, and I suggest we hold the line on
spending at this site until we have a
better idea of where we are going.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes to correct several
statements the gentleman made.

The gentleman said that this funding
was not authorized. It is authorized,
Mr. Chairman. It is authorized by the
basic legislation creating the Golden
Gate National Recreation Area.

The gentleman was correct in citing
the law which says that at such time as
the Department of Defense indicated
that it had decided to turn over the
Presidio, to surrender it for civilian
use, it would become a national park.
That is now the law.

All that the Committee on Appro-
priations seeks to do at this time, Mr.
Chairman, is to provide caretaker
funds. We are not enhancing the park.
We are not embellishing its facilities.

This is an area that is one of the
most beautiful in the entire United
States, overlooking the Pacific Ocean.
The real estate industry would dream
about taking this over for subdivision.

We, the Army, the Department of the
Interior, the administration, those who
are responsible for deciding what to do
with the Presidio, have not yet made a
decision, and I think that we have to
preserve the grounds. We have to pre-
serve the resource qualities of the unit.
We have to do those things which will
not permit it to diminish in wvalue.
That is the reason we have put this
money in.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. Doo-
LITTLE].

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, the Presidio is a beau-
tiful piece of property, as anybody
knows who has visited it. My point is
we simply cannot afford it. It is not
worth borrowing more money so that
we can add a new park like this to the
national system.

We have had testimony, and the evi-
dence is clear and indisputable, the Na-
tional Park Service has had a 50-per-
cent increase in operating and mainte-
nance funds over the last 5 years. What
business do we know of that can lay
claim to that kind of an increase?

The tragedy is that once we go for-
ward with this, as you can see from
this chart, the annual costs of mainte-
nance and operating the Presidio are
going to be at about $45 million per
year.
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It is going to be 2% times as expen-
sive to operate and maintain the Pre-
sidio as Yellowstone Park. Now, when
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we are closing campgrounds within the
existing parks right now and limiting
the use of facilities ostensibly because
we do not have enough money, I cannot
see why we would want to go forward
with this project when the bay area al-
ready has so many high-quality rec-
reational areas, other facilities that
can be used.

If we are serious about reducing the
deficit, we ought to take one of the
first steps right here and vote for the
Duncan amendment. This is a respon-
sible amendment.

We are not saying the Presidio is a
bad project; we just cannot afford it.
At a time when we are proposing to
hike the tax on Social Security bene-
fits from 50 to 85 percent, levy an en-
ergy tax, and dramatically increase the
taxes on small businesses and individ-
uals, we should not be continuing to
squander public money in this fashion.

I would ask your support for the Dun-
can amendment.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the law now says that
it shall be a national park. Inasmuch
as the law now says that, we have to
take care of it as a national park.

The amount of money that we, the
Committee on Appropriations, put into
this bill is money that must be main-
tained until such time as the legisla-
tive committee decides whether it will
remain a park or whether it is too ex-
pensive to maintain as a park, as the
gentleman asserts. Perhaps that is the
case. But I can see no choice at the
present time except to preserve this
very valuable property.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, in the original legisla-
tion dealing with this—I have the ac-
tual language here right in front of
me—it says:

Altogether, the Presidio of San Francisco
totals about 1,400 acres of land. Under the
terms of H.R. 16444, only 494 acres would be
converted to recreation uses.

The original bill on this in 1970 spe-
cifically stated in the report accom-
panying that bill that not the entire
Presidio would be converted into a
park. That was never the intention of
the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the distinguished ranking member of
the Subcommittee on the Interior of
the Committee on Appropriations, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA].

Mr. REGULA. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, here is an example of how
we drifted into a situation that is
going to create large problems in the
future. It has been pointed out there is
no management plan; it has been point-
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ed out this is going to cost $45 to $50
million a year to operate once it is
taken over. I think for the Defense De-
partment, with a budget of $240 billion,
to dump this onto the Park Service,
with a budget of $1 billion, does not
make any sense as a national policy.

There are 870 buildings in this facil-
ity: what do we do with them? There
are contaminants. This will be a
Superfund site, probably, before it gets
done.

The total Park Service operating
budget, is only $1 billion. Yet it is esti-
mated that just to rehab the buildings
will cost $1 billion.

The point I want to make today is
that we need to stop and decide wheth-
er that one sentence that pushed the
Presidio into park development was a
correct national policy. If we simply
continue to fund this year after year,
the problem will grow. I think now is
the time to step back and say, ‘‘Does
this make sense for the Park Service to
become responsible for 870 buildings?"

Certainly there are many environ-
mental values there including natural
habitat that would be a wonderful addi-
tion to Golden Gate. But let us address
that and separate out the buildings, let
us separate out the problems that are
being handed to the Park Service by
the Defense Department in this action.

I think it was a bad policy initially.
Let us not add to that bad policy by
simply putting money in. Fund it at
last year’s level, $11 million, save $14
million and let us get the plan that has
been in the works for about 3 years fin-
ished.

What is the proper policy, given the
fact that we have 367 parks and muse-
ums, and so on, that need to share the
$1 billion annual operating budget for
the Park Service? To put such a large
share of that funding into one unit
simply does not make good policy.
There must be a better way, and we
need to address it at this time.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished congress-
woman from San Francisco, the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the chair-
man and members of the committee
who crafted such a balanced Interior
appropriations bill that addresses the
important natural resource needs of
our Nation and offers us a good road
map on the difficult journey to protect
our national parks, rivers, wilderness
areas, as well as programs important
to the arts and other cultural and his-
torical resources. Chairman YATES,
ranking minority member MCDADE,
Mr. DIcKs, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. REGULA,
and all the other members and staff
who worked diligently on this measure
deserve our appreciation. Again I
thank the chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I rise, obviously, in
opposition to the amendment of the

July 15, 1993

gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. DUN-
CAN].

The Presidio project is an authorized
project which has already received con-
gressional funding and is in the ad-
vanced stages of development as a na-
tional park.

Mr. Chairman, this is perhaps one of
the most exciting base closure conver-
sions projects in the country. You will
recall a few years ago Congresswoman
BOXER and I came before this body and
beseeched the House of Representatives
to resist closing the Presidio because it
had a 200-year history in our commu-
nity, the Army did, and we thought it
would cost the taxpayers money to
convert that into something other than
an Army base.

The Presidio plan that we are work-
ing on now, we hope, will be, as I said,
a model. It will be a source of jobs, it
will preserve the beauty of the Presidio
and the Golden Gate National Recre-
ation Area, and it will, yes, indeed, it
will produce revenue to help reduce the
deficit.

The Presidio plan will be available in
September, I say to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]. I am sure he
is looking forward to the plan, which is
not here. It will outline future uses of
the park and the many ways to miti-
gate the cost to the Federal Govern-
ment.

Every effort is being made to maxi-
mize revenues to the park and mini-
mize the impact on the Federal Treas-
ury. The Presidio has been a military
installation since the Declaration of
Independence was signed. Now, it rep-
resents a remarkable model for Defense
conversion where swords can really be
turned into plowshares. After over 200
years of military control, we can now
march into the future knowing we have
made our best attempt to preserve the
important history of the Presidio and
its unigue natural resources for the
generations to follow.

The Golden Gate National Recreation
Area, of which the Presidio will become
a part, is the most visited park in the
national system.

I urge my colleagues to listen to this:
It is an international treasure, and al-
most 20 million people—some years it
is 20 million, other years it is more
than 20 million, some years it is fewer
than 20 million people—visit each year
from throughout the United States and
around the world.

That is, please listen, three times as
many visitors to the Golden Gate Na-
tional Recreation Area than visit Yo-
semite and Grand Canyon combined
each year.

Given the importance of the Presidio
as a natural resource, a historic treas-
ure and a place of beauty for the enjoy-
ment of all Americans—and the fact
that the Park Service will soon release
documents containing facts critical to
any discussion of the future of the base
as a park—it would be irresponsible to
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act today in this very capricious man-
ner that could jeopardize the viability
of this important public resource.

I believe we can look forward to an
exemplary national park that will con-
tinue to benefit millions of worldwide
visitors, bringing revenues to our park
and that many generations will walk
its paths after us.

Mr. Chairman, our colleagues, Chair-
man VENTO, Chairman MILLER, Chair-
man DELLUMS, and Chairman MURTHA,
Chairs of the committees of jurisdic-
tion governing the agreement between
the Army and the Park Service, sent a
“Dear Colleague’ on this subject, and I
would just like to read a little bit from
the ‘“‘Dear Colleague."

There they said:

The Presidio of San Francisco, one of the
most beautiful and historic military bases in
the Nation, will become a national park in
1994. Its conversion marks an unprecedented
opportunity to reshape a natural and human-
made resource into a world-class urban park
and a global center for solutions to problems
of the natural and human environments.

Under the 1988 Base Realignment and Clo-
sure Act enacted by Congress, 86 military in-
stallations in the United States were man-
dated for closure or realignment. Only the
Presidio will remain under Government
management as part of the national park
system. Because of the efforts of former Con-
gressman Phillip Burton, the Presidio will
become part of the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area, the largest urban park in
the world and the most heavily visited park
in the country.

The Presidio represents a perfect example
of how swords can be turned into plowshares.
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I repeat for my colleagues' informa-
tion:

Three times as many people visit the
GGNRA as visit Yosemite and Grand
Canyon National Parks combined this
year.

This fall the Park Service will re-
lease their plan.

Over 400 organizations have re-
sponded to calls for interest that
sought expression of interest from po-
tential tenant institutions.

Our colleague, the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. PORTER] was on the floor
earlier and I thanked the gentleman
because the Base Closure Commission
this time gave us the Army as a tenant
for a few more years to come.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I close my
remarks by asking my colleagues to
vote no, no, no on the Duncan amend-
ment.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would simply like to
point out that nothing in my amend-
ment would prohibit turning the coast-
al areas and the historic areas of the
Presidio into a national park, but the
pet cemetery, the bowling alley, the
movie theater, the 1,200 acres of 1950-
style housing, some of that does not
belong in a national park.

In addition, the leases that are men-
tioned, 15 months before departure by
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the Department of Defense there is
only one non-Federal tenant that has
leased any space there so far.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to

the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
STEARNS].
Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I

thank my colleague, the gentleman
from Tennessee, for yielding me this
time.

I just want to ask my colleague. Also
does not the Presidio consist of golf
courses, warehouses, and super-
markets, too?

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, that is correct.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in behalf of Mr. DUNCAN's amendment
to freeze the funding for the Presidio.
Last year the National Park Service
was appropriated $11.4 million to run
the areas of the Presidio which fall
under its jurisdiction. This year the
amount was increased to $25.4 million
to care for the base.

It is my understanding that, at this
time, there is no final plan for utiliza-
tion of these buildings. To my knowl-
edge, the Park Service has four propos-
als which range in cost from $850 mil-
lion to $1.2 billion for transforming
these buildings into park facilities. I
believe we need take a step back and
determine what the best utilization
will be of the existing facilities before
we fund a program for their transition.

In the bill, $25.4 million is appro-
priated for maintenance of the areas
previously under jurisdiction of the
Park Service and for the areas to be
under the Park Service's jurisdiction
in the future. By freezing this funding
we save $14 million, and there is still
enough for maintenance.

There are many other national parks
and forests, who have been waiting
yvears for a couple million dollars for
construction and renovation projects,
which have not been granted funding
this year because of budgetary con-
straints. Yet, this bill includes funding
for a plan that has not been developed.
The Army will be departing the Pre-
sidio in 14 months. Why not wait until
then—when we have a better idea of
what we will be funding.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Natural Re-
sources, the gentleman from California
[Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I would hope that we would reject
the Duncan amendment to cut the
funding for the planning and mainte-
nance of the Presidio.

As has already been stated in this de-
bate, we are talking about a world-
class urban park, national park, a park
that has garnered more interest inter-
nationally than any other park that we
have. Its visitors days exceed anything
we have seen in any other of our na-
tional parks.

As the critics of this program quite
correctly point out, we do not have a
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plan in place yet. The plan is dealing
with the development of that park.
They suggest that we will be running
supermarkets and fire stations and
items such as that. We do not know
that.

We know that the planning process,
and Congresswoman PELOSI and myself
and others have talked to the National
Park Service and explained to them
that this must maintain and include
the attributes and the assets and the
values that we place in national parks
as they develop that plan.

We will have to see what happens to
all the buildings and all the real estate.

But let me explain to you. This may
be one of the more successful efforts we
have ever had in economic conversion
from a military base to civilian use.

Across the bay in my district, this
Congress is going to spend over a bil-
lion dollars to do nothing more than
close the facility, without any under-
standing or any plan or even any
thought about how it will be used in
the future,

Many of the costs that are attributed
to the Presidio are there whether it
was a park or it was simply a closed fa-
cility.

We have requests from people who
want to be rent-paying tenants, inter-
national organizations of international
significance that want to contribute to
the participation and the support of
the Presidio, and at the same time we
are able to maintain one of the great
urban resources in this entire country.

This amendment does nothing more
than make this process more expen-
sive. This amendment does nothing
more than interrupt an ongoing plan-
ning process so we can start to decide
what it is the taxpayers of this country
should start to pay for and what it is
that others will have to pay for if they
want to maintain those facilities or
real estate that does affect the pro-
grams and the assets and the value of
the National Park System.

So I want say to my colleagues that
this is a very unwise amendment. We
had a quick look at this amendment,
this proposal, in the Committee on
Natural Resources and we rejected it.
We rejected it out of hand.

When the Park Service comes for-
ward with that plan, it is the intent of
the Committee on Natural Resources
to hold hearings on that proposal, to
make sure that we protect both the
values of this park and we protect the
taxpayers who will be expected to fund
that share of it.

I would hope, Mr. Chairman, that we
would vote ““no™ on the Duncan amend-
ment.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. VENTO].

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to the Duncan
amendment.

The Duncan amendment and the pro-
ponents of this would try and turn the
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clock back. The fact is that the Golden
Gate National Recreation Area which
has been derived from the Presidio al-
most in its entirety, most of this land
was national military land, and wisely
a policy was put forth that provided
when and if the military withdrew,
and/or they found less use for some of
these important lands, it would go into
a public recreational area and for other
values related to this park unit.

And why? Because many of the fea-
tures of the Presidio are outstanding.
It contains federally and State-listed
rare, threatened, and endangered plant
and animal species.

The Presidio represents 228 years of
land use and occupation by three na-
tions as a permanent military garrison.

The Presidio’s military architecture
even today contains styles that span
every period of military history from
1848.

The Presidio has been a logistical
center for every military engagement
since the Mexican-American war,

The Presidio is a place of unique sce-
nic quality and contains a broad range
of recreational activities within a
major metropolitan area.

It is simply the most visited park
unit in the Nation, with over 20 million
visits.

The point is that whether we want to
spend this money or not, if the Park
Service does not spend it, then another
pocket of the national government, the
military must.

As a matter of fact, many of the ex-
penses that they are maintaining in
terms of cleanup and other expenses
are expenses that legitimately must be
borne by the military under the
present policy path.

To cut this funding today simply is
to try to turn back history. This will
prevent the Park Service from moving
ahead with its plan, from trying to im-
plement the adaptive leasing and the
other types of innovation that are nec-
essary to fulfill the role envisioned
under law and necessary to be per-
formed by the National Government.

We stand ready and prepared to deal
with the special problems that are pre-
sented with the assessment of the park
unit by the planning process now in
place, but the NPS cannot do what
must be done if we don't move forward
with the plan, and that is what this
amendment frustrates, so I urge defeat
of the amendment. It is a major retreat
from facing problems at the GGNRA/
Presidio.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
DICKS]).

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Duncan amendment.

I can remember very well when Con-
gressman Phil Burton of California
passed this legislation. Part of the leg-
islation was that at some future date if
the base was closed down that signifi-
cant parts of it, or I guess all of it,
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would be transferred to the Park Serv-
ice.
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Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
ask a question of the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

Is there a plan that is being devel-
oped about what will be, in fact, trans-
ferred to the Park Service, or has that
been accomplished?

Mr. VENTO. Mr., Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, working
on a plan for several years. There are
several problems with some of the
buildings and facilities. Some of them
may well be retained by the military,
but that is evolving. None of the
money here is expended on buildings
that are inappropriate. We are looking
for activities that would be appro-
priate, like the adaptive leasing under
the Historic Preservation Act, and, as
the gentlewoman has pointed out, the
hope is that much of the expense of
this park could be offset by such long-
term leasing. We may need to rewrite
some of the leasing laws to facilitate
the unique problems presented by this
transfer of land and buildings.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I would
just say that I have been out to the site
twice, and I think it is one of the great
treasures of our country, and this no-
tion that we can only have a park in a
rural area I think is a mistake. We
have urban parks all over the United
States, and this particular site is prob-
ably one of the most striking that any
individual will ever see. Congressman
Burton did, I think, a brilliant job in
setting this thing aside and having a
great vision, and I think the numbers,
like 88.5 million people, went to that
park last year. I mean that is unbeliev-
able, and I know that obviously it is
expensive, and we are worried about
being able to take care of our—20 mil-
lion; I am corrected here properly, 20
million people went.

I mean we need parks in urban areas.
Not everybody is financially capable in
this society of ours, especially with the
standard of living dropping, of going
out to Yosemite, so I would urge oppo-
sition to the Duncan amendment. Let
us support this and work with the com-
mittee to make the best possible judg-
ment about the future.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 additional minute to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], who spoke
earlier and who has also been to the
site.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, we have
no disagreement with the park por-
tions. The park land is beautiful. I
have been to the Presidio. I have been
to Golden Gate. Both are terrific as-
sets.

The problem is 870 buildings that are
going to become a burden for the park
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service. The problem is the contami-
nated areas, and, when we are faced
with rationing in Yosemite, when we
are faced with closing down facilities,
or restricting hours, to take this
amount of money to save the defense
budget does not make any sense. This
is a Defense Department problem, and
it, therefore, should be paying for this.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I share
the gentleman’'s concern about any
contamination by the military. This is
not an uncommon problem with mili-
tary withdrawals across the country.

Mr. REGULA. That is why the park
department should not be paying the
bill.

Mr. VENTO. I agree, but the dollars
that are being cut here are not going
for the cleanup purpose. They are going
for the adaptive leasing and manage-
ment of the park unit.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] has
expired.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield an
additional minute to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, as my
colleagues know, I regret that this de-
bate did not take place some years ago.
I think we backed into this one, and it
was put in there in an overnight fash-
ion. We should have been debating all
of these policy issues. But, neverthe-
less, at some point, we have to step
back and say, ‘‘Given the obligations
that the chairman, and I, and the mem-
bers of the subcommittee have to 367
parks, is this going to cripple our abil-
ity to meet needs in other areas?’’ That
is the reason why I support this amend-
ment.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REGULA. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. The Defense Department
has committed itself to pay $62 million
for the cleanup that the gentleman re-
ferred to.

Mr. REGULA. But we have no idea
what the total cost will be. We are
talking about a potential $1 billion to
deal with the contamination and
rehabbing the buildings.

Mr. YATES. Well, the gentleman and
I, I think, are together on what we
want to do. We do not want to have an
overexpenditure, but we have put into
this bill, the gentleman and I, the
amount of money that was requested
by the Park Service——

Mr. REGULA. I understand.

Mr. YATES. Purely for caretaking,
and I cannot escape the conclusion
that, if the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Tennessee were to pre-
vail, we are going to cripple the activi-
ties of the Park Service in taking care
of this very wvaluable property, and I
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know the gentleman would not want
that.

Mr. REGULA. I appreciate the value
of the park portion.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
CLEMENT). The time of the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] has expired.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. TAY-
LOR], another member of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman and my colleagues, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
DUNCAN]. Today I think we have the
opportunity to do what the people have
been saying for several months, and
that is, cut spending first. They recog-
nize it is going to mean sacrifice in
some areas. They recognize that it is
not going to ve pleasant to all parts of
the country, but they are saying it is
needed and that it must be done now.

The question comes to their minds, I
am sure, as to why, as the gentleman
from Tennessee pointed out, we are
taking on a pet cemetery, hospitals,
medical research labs, bowling alleys,
churches, and other facilities that have
nothing to do with national parks, but
the cost of that also is a question. Now
the GAO estimates the cleanup at
somewhere between $1 and $1.2 billion,
not to mention the additional funds
that we have.

I would like to point out that the
leases that we have been talking about,
one has applied, several have inquired.
The Pickle Family Circus School has
inguired about a lease, the Golden Gate
bungee tower, the frisbee golf course,
the surf condition hot line, and the In-
stitutes for Public Golf. Those may be
perfectly legitimate uses for this land,
but not to be paid for by the people,
the taxpayers in this area, at a time
when we need to cut spending.

I will tell my colleagues that in the
Smokies right now, on the North Caro-
lina side, taking up 85 percent of those
counties unemployment runs 20 to 25
percent, and we cannot get a few mil-
lion dollars to open a heritage center,
or to do road work, or to take care of
overworked camp areas where people
have to wait in line to get into those,
and we are talking about putting hun-
dreds, hundreds of millions of dollars in
a new facility.

Mr. Chairman, it is not right. It is
not what the people of this country
want. I hope my colleagues will sup-
port the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. DUN-
CAN].

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire how much time we have re-
maining on this side?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Tennessee has 2 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, to close
our debate on our side, I yield my re-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

maining 2 minutes to my good friend,
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUR-
TON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. DuNcaN] for yielding this
time to me, and I would just like to say
that here is a classic example of how
things get out of control. We
misprioritize spending around this
place, and here we are talking about
spending $1.2 billion on a new park
when right next door there is a 74,000-
acre park, and the park department is
only spending $10 million a year on
that one, and they want to put $25 mil-
lion or so, $25.4 million, into this this
year. The gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. DUNCAN] wants to cut that by $14
million, thus leaving $11.4 million for
this particular facility. That is still
more than the Golden Gate Park which
is only getting $10 million.

And what is this going to do? With-
out further study, without completely
studying this issue and this project, we
are going to be spending ultimately
$1.2 billion for hazardous waste clean-
up, and we do not know how severe
that is going to be.

Infrastructure rehabilitation, per-
sonal property replacement, building
rehabilitation, two hospitals, a golf
course, a bowling alley, pet cemetery;
give me a break. The gentlewoman
from California said that there was
going to be a lot of receipts coming in
from this, and many people would be
led to believe by that remark that that
would help pay off the cost of this §1.2
billion.

There is an old song by Zager and
Evans that said, “‘In the year 2525, if
man is still alive.” Well, maybe in that
length of time we would have enough
receipts from this project for it to pay
for itself.
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But the fact of the matter is, we are
not going to live that long, and if we
keep spending like this, the country
will not live that long. We have got a
$4.3 trillion debt, skyrocketing towards
$7 trillion. The interest alone is going
o be one of the biggest expenditures in
our budget. We must prioritize spend-
ing. This issue must be studied fully
before we appropriate this kind of
money for this.

Mr. Chairman, I think all of my col-
leagues, if they are really concerned
about fiscal responsibility, if they are
really concerned about what President
Clinton promised, getting control of
spending, they ought to vote for the
amendment of the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN] to cut this
back to $11.4 million. It is the right
thing to do. It is the right thing to do
at this time, because this economy is
on the road to disaster if we do not get
control of spending and do not start
prioritizing around this place.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. BURTON] said that he
wanted a break. Rather than giving
him a break, we will give him the truth
about his figures.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, a ‘“‘Dear
Colleague” distributed by our friends
advancing this amendment has figures
and representations that are inac-
curate. They attribute the figures to
the GAO.

The GAO has provided no cost esti-
mate as to what the total costs for the
Presidio transfer would be.

Mr. Chairman, they suggested in
their ‘““Dear Colleague'’ that such dol-
lar numbers are $850 million to $1.2 bil-
lion. These are not GAO figures. So I
challenge the gentleman not to use or
refer to this in terms of their debate
here, nor Members to consider it valid
with regard to making a judgment
today.

What is in this bill and what is at the
heart of this amendment is cutting out
building maintenance repair of $9 mil-
lion; $1.8 million in police and fire;
utilities, concessions, business man-
agement, some $14 million.

The truth is the NPS need those dol-
lars to shift the ownership and imple-
ment the plan and to accomplish and
implement a rational program of man-
agement. The military would have
many expenses no matter what occurs
here today. Hopefully, Congress will
not let them walk away from the toxic
and other problems that they should
resolve. This Member and others will
fight to be certain that these obliga-
tions are met.

But the citizens in this community
are looking to have this become part of
the park. There is no other place or en-
tity prepared to take over this area.
We made the decision on closing the
base. Now we have to step up and do
the job with regards to the remainder
of the law that exists and complete the
policy and meet our responsibilities.
Vote “no’’ on the Duncan amendment,

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
CLEMENT). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE
Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 193, noes 230,
not voting 16, as follows:
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Allard
Andrews (NJ)
Applegate
Archer
Armey
Bachus (AL)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bentley
Bilirakis
Bliley

Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Brewster
Bunning
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Clement
Clinger
Coble
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooper
Costello
Cox

Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cunningham
Danner
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Emerson
English (OK)
Everstt
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Gallegly
Gallo

Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrich
Goodlatte

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews (ME)
Andrews (TX)
Bacchus (FL)
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Barca

Barcia
Barlow
Barrett (WI)
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bereuter
Berman
Bilbray
Bishop
Blackwell
Bonijor
Borski
Boucher
Brooks
Browder
Brown (CA)

[Roll No. 333]

AYES—193

Goodling
Goss
Grams
Grandy
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hayes
Hefley
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hutto

Hyde

Inglis
Inhofe
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Kasich

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kyl
Laughlin
Lazio

Levy

Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Machtley
Mann
Manzullo
McCandless
MeCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Menendez
Meyers
Mica
Michel
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moorhead
Murphy
Myers

Neal (NC)
Nussle
Orton
Oxley
Pallone

NOES—230

Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Byrne
Cantwell
Cardin
Carr
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Coppersmith
Coyne
Darden

de la Garza
de Lugo (VI)
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Derrick
Deutsch

Parker
Paxon
Penny
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce (OH)
Quillen
Quinn
Ramstad
Ravenel
Regula
Ridge
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Santorum
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Sensenbrenner
Shaw

Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Snowe
Solomon
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sundquist
Talent
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (WY)
Torkildsen
Upton
Valentine
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Weldon
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Engel
English (AZ)
Eshoo

Evans

Farr

Fazio

Fields (LA)
Filner
Fingerhut
Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Frank (MA)
Frost

Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
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Gilman Martinez Sabo
Glickman Matsui Sanders
Gonzalez Mazzoli Sangmeister
Gordon McCloskey Sawyer
Green McCurdy Schenk
Gutlerrez McDade Schroeder
Hall (OH) McDermott Schumer
Hamburg McHale Scott
Hamilton McKinney Serrano
Harman McMillan Sharp
Hefner McNulty Shepherd
Hilliard Meehan Sisisky
Hinchey Meek Skaggs
Hoagland Mfume Skelton
Hochbrueckner Miller (CA) Slattery
Horn Mineta Slaughter
Hoyer Minge Smith (IA)
Huffingron Mink Spratt
Hughes Moakley Stark
Inslee Mollohan Stokes
Jacobs Montgomery Strickland
Jefferson Moran Studds
Johnson (GA) Morella Stupak
Johnson (SD) Murtha Swett
Johnson, E.B. Nadler Swift
Johnston Natcher Synar
Kanjorski Neal (MA) Tejeda
Kaptur Norton (DC) Thompson
Kennedy Oberstar Thornton
Kennelly Obey Thurman
Kildee QOlver Torricelli
Kleozka Ortiz Traficant
Klein Owens Tucker
Klink Pastor Underwood (GU)
Kopetski Payne (N.J) Unsoeld
Kreidler Payne (VA) Velazquez
LaFalce Pelosi Vento
Lambert Peterson (FL) Visclosky
Lancaster Pickett Washington
Lantos Pomeroy Waters
LaRocco Price (NC) Watt
Leach Rahall Waxman
Levin Rangel Wheat
Lewis (CA) Reed Whitten
Lewis (GA) Reynolds Williams
Lloyd Richardson Wilson
Long Roemer Wise
Lowey Romero-Barcelo Woolsey
Maloney (PR} Wyden
Manton Rose Wynn
Margolies- Rostenkowski Yates

Mezvinsky Rowland
Markey Roybal-Allard

NOT VOTING—I16

Bevill Ford (TN) Pickle
Coleman Hastings Rush
Conyers Henry Sarpalius
Faleomavaega Kolbe Torres

(A8B) Lehman Towns
Fish Packard
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Messrs. POMEROY, PAYNE of Vir-
ginia, and KENNEDY changed their
vote from * aye” to “‘no.”

Mr. KASICH changed his vote from
iino“ to llaye-!}

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, this bill reflects a new
direction in the stewardship of our Na-
tion's Federal lands and natural re-
sources. The mismanagement of the
past has undermined both healthy for-
est ecosystems, timber-dependent com-
munities, salmon runs, and hydro-
electric customers. Now, a new admin-
istration and a new management ap-
proach offers us an opportunity to sus-
tain natural resources for both habitat
and human needs. This bill marks an
important transition point in this
change.

Thanks to the leadership of the
chairman, the gentleman from Illinois
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[Mr. YATES], my Washington State col-
league, NORM DICKS, other members of
the committee, and the indefatigable
staff; this bill moves us into a new era
of resource stewardship. While the full
transition cannot take place overnight,
the Interior appropriations bill reflects
the restructuring of the national forest
system under the administration’s
gridlock-breaking forest plan; it begins
to shift the emphasis—from narrow,
short term, profit-based resource man-
agement that led to the species-by-spe-
cies crisis to a broader ecosystem man-
agement approach; it highlights the
vital importance of watershed protec-
tion and restoration to ecosystem
health if we are to have sustainable use
of our resources; it boosts recreation as
a management goal by calling for the
conversion of old logging roads to rec-
reational trails; and it helps provide
good jobs in the same communities
that have depended on our natural re-
sources.

Mr. Chairman, not everyone is happy
or ready to accept the kinds of change
advocated by the new administration
and reflected in this bill. Those advo-
cating more forest preservation, for ex-
ample, attempted to reduce the Forest
Service’s road construction budget to
further reduce timber harvests. But the
House sent a message to these people
when it rejected that amendment. The
message was that we are prepared to
work together with this administration
to break through the court injunctions
and bring back some stability and cer-
tainty to our timber-dependent com-
munities. After 5 years of rhetorical
debates in this body that produced
nothing but false hopes, I see no ac-
ceptable alternatives.

This is not an easy process, but the
committee has done a commendable
job of balancing the need for change
with the impact of change on affected
communities. It has done this delicate
balancing within tighter budget con-
straints than ever before. And I want
to commend the committee for its
progress toward this new era of re-
source stewardship.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank the chairman of the subcommit-
tee for his support of a project I call
roads to trails and, in particular, for
setting aside $200,000 for a roads assess-
ment in Washington's Gifford Pinchot
National Forest.

Due to declining timber sales, many
roads in our national forests no longer
are needed. In most cases, these roads
cannot simply be abandoned. They are
affecting natural resources now, or will
do so in the future, without costly reg-
ular maintenance. Sidecasting, slope,
and culvert failures, slumping, and
other problems cause siltation of
streams and degradation of water qual-
ity. Removing roads requires planned
reconstruction, including removing fill



July 15, 1993

slopes, bridges, and culverts, establish-
ing original slope contours, and re-
planting road alignments with native
vegetation.

Roads to trails conversion projects
offer opportunities to expand recre-
ation by converting the roads into
trails rather than obliterating them.
Such projects also could save money by
eliminating maintenance costs on
unneeded roads and preventing expend-
itures on rehabilitation of watersheds
damaged by road failures in the future.
In fact, it is cheaper to expand the
trails network through roads-to-trails
conversion than it is to construct new
trails. The cost of constructing new
trails in the Gifford Pinchot is, on av-
erage, three times greater than con-
verting roads to trails.

Roads to trails projects also will pro-
vide employment opportunities for dis-
located workers in timber commu-
nities—jobs in the forest. The public is
demanding that we protect ancient for-
ests and manage timber production for
sustainable yield. Entire timber com-
munities are affected by this change in
policy, and we must assist them by
supporting real jobs within the forest—
as opposed to retraining programs in
big cities hundreds of miles away.

H.R. 2520 sets aside $200,000 from the
Forest Service budget for the Gifford
Pinchot National Forest to complete a
comprehensive inventory and assess-
ment of roads, to identify roads that
should be scheduled for permanent clo-
sure or obliteration, and to determine
which of those roads are suitable for
conversion to recreational trails. The
inventory should identify all roads
that should be closed, abandoned, or
obliterated for fisheries wildlife, water-
shed protection or recovery, ecosystem
management, cultural resource protec-
tion, or fiscal reasons.

The Gifford Pinchot's inventory and
assessment process should use effective
public participation to identify roads
to trails project proposals—including
conversion standards and potential
trail users. This inventory and assess-
ment should identify potential roads to
trails conversion areas which would ex-
pand recreational trails and help alle-
viate multiple use conflicts.

The process also should include com-
prehensive review and input by Forest
Service and other agency resource spe-
cialists to ensure all resource concerns
are identified. Through the advice of
resource experts, the public and the
Forest Service should be discouraged
from investing energy in project pro-
posals that have resource conflicts,
such as trails for motorized vehicles in
endangered species recovery areas.

The inventory and assessment on the
Gifford Pinchot can be a model plan-
ning process for national forests across
the country. In fact, while money is
specifically earmarked for the Gifford
Pinchot, the committee intends roads
assessments to be conducted on all of
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our national forests where roads are
scheduled for permanent closure or re-
moval. I am encouraged by the com-
mittee’s foresight in supporting a cre-
ative forest management program to
help restore natural resource areas, cut
spending, create jobs, and enhance the
quality of life for everyone who visits
our national forests.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will
rise informally in order that the House
may receive a message.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WISE) assumed the chair.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will receive a message.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin
Thomas, one of his secretaries.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Committee will resume its sitting.

The

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1994

The Committee resumed its sitting.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VENTO

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment on page 15, line 23.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. VENTO: On page
15 line 23, strike ''$35,606,000,"" and insert in
lieu thereof *'$34,838,000."".

Mr, VENTO. Mr. Chairman, subse-
quent to preparing my amendment to
delete funding for the National Insti-
tute on the Conservation of Cultural
Property, I have had discussions with
Chairman YATES regarding the use of
these funds, and I believe this matter
can be addressed to the satisfaction of
both of us by a colloquy.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
YATES] has consented to agree to such
a collogquy. I would ask the gentleman,
as I said, I am prepared to withdrew
the amendment with the understanding
and concurrence of the chairman, that
any grant for such purpose be competi-
tively awarded; that the National Park
Service may decide to do this work in-
ternally if it so chooses, and that any
grants be coordinated with other Na-
tional Park Service activities, specifi-
cally with the Center for Preservation
Technology and Training.

I would ask the chairman of the sub-
committee if he agrees with my com-
ments.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VENTO. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, that is
my understanding of it, yes.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, with that
understanding and concurrence, I ask
unanimous conset to withdraw the
amendment.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VENTO

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment on page 15, line 7.

The clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. VENTO: On page
15, line 7, strike **$1,059,333,000,"" and insert in
lieu thereof **$1.059,033,000,".

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, this sim-
ply deletes 3300 million earmarked for
the committee report for an unauthor-
ized project in New Jersey called the
Coastal Heritage Trail Route.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, just to
correct the gentleman, the correct
amount is § 300,000, and we accept the
amendment.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the correction.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VENTO. T am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, we ac-
cept the gentleman's amendment.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

The amendment was agreed to.

0 1520

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to take
a moment to highlight the significance
of my point of order, which was sus-
tained, against the original amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] on National
Park Service construction. That
amendment would have waived the pro-
visions of the act of August 24, 1912, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 451) which state:
‘*No expenditure for construction of ad-
ministration or other buildings cost in
case of any building exceeding $3,000
shall be made in any national park ex-
cept under express authority of Con-
gress.”

Consequently, that amendment
would have preserved the Appropria-
tions Committee’s earmarked funding
of nearly all of the $49.84 million for 56
site-specific projects included in H.R.
2520 and the accompanying report
(House Report 103-158, pages 29-33).

As a result of my point of order, the
final bill language on National Park
Service construction approves
$183,949,000 for all the Service's con-
struction—including, regrettably, an
additional $2,000,000 for the Boston
Public Library under the authority of
the Historic Preservation Fund—sub-
ject to the provisions of 16 U.S.C. 451.
This has the effect of completely elimi-
nating the other $47.84 million in ear-
marked projects contained in H.R. 2520
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and in House Report 103-158, because
they are not expressly authorized and
are obviously in excess of $3,000,

I also want to point out that the in-
clusion of these earmarks resulted in
the committee deleting $51.591 million
impacting 74 projects which the Park
Service had proposed in its fiscal year
1994 construction budget. I particularly
want to note that the committee cut
nearly $11 million for restoration of the
Martin Luther King, Jr. National His-
toric Site in Atlanta, GA, and funding
for many, many other worthy projects
which had passed the scrutiny and pro-
cedures of the professionals in the Na-
tional Park Service. A complete list of
these earmarks and deletions, as well
as Park Service comments on these
projects are attached to my statement
for the RECORD.

Unless the act is amended or unless
waived in the Senate or in the con-
ference committee on this bill, none of
the funds contained in the Park Serv-
ice’s construction budget may be used
‘for construction of administration or
other buildings cost in case of any
building exceeding $3,000 * * * in any
national park except under express au-
thority of Congress.”” We must, there-
fore, watch carefully to see to it that
the act is not repealed and/or otherwise
waived in the continuation of the ap-
propriations process for this bill.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE CONSTRUCTION

The Committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $184,699,000, a reduction of $1,001,000
from the Administration's reguest of
$185,700,000, and a decrease of $45,132,000 from
the FY 1993 level of $229,831,000. (House Re-
port 103-158, pages 29-33, H.R. 2520, page 16

line 5 through page 17, line 3.)

The Committee recommends 57 specific in-
creases totaling $50,590,000, including 56 in-
creases totaling $49,840,000 as listed below.

1. Allegheny Portage Railroad National His-
toric Site, Pennsylvania—Line Item Construc-
tion: $1,930,000 increase to $0 request for
Lemon House rehabilitation. (House Report
103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “Very low SWP [Servicewide Prior-
ity]; should be deferred’'.

2. Boston National Historical Park, Massa-
chusetts—Line Item Construction: $2,700,000
increase to $0 request for Old South Meeting
House. (House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priority]:
should be deferred”.

3. Boston National Historical Park, Massa-
chusetts—Line Item Construction: $700,000 in-
crease to $0 request for Dorchester Heights.
(House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priorityl];
should be deferred”.

4. Boston Public Library, Massachusetis—
Line Item Construction: $2,000,000 increase to
30 request for rehabilitation. (House Report
103-158, page 30; H.R. 2520, page 16, lines 9-12.)

NPS: “The library is not affiliated with the
NPS. However, as a National Historic Land-
mark, it could receive funds under the Na-
tional Preservation Act. The estimated total
cost for rehabilitation is expected to total
$50 million.”

5. Chamizal National Monument, Teras—Line
Item Construction: $840,000 increase to $0 re-
quest for landscape, lighting. (House Report
103-158, page 30.)

NPS: "No SWP [Servicewide Priorityl;
should be deferred’.
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6. Chickamauga-Chattanooga National Mili-
tary Park, Tennessee—Line Item Construc-
tion: $5,000,000 increase to $0 request for road
relocation. (House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “Low SBWP [Servicewide Priority]; ad-
ditional work could be deferred".

7. Coulee Dam National Recreational Area,
Washington—Line Item Construction: $416,000
increase to $0 request for boat launch.
(House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “Low SWP [Servicewide Priorityl;
should be deferred".

8. Cuyahoga Valley National Recreational
Area, Ohio—Line Item Construction:
$1,264,000 increase to $0 request to rehabili-
tate historic structures. (House Report 103-
158, page 30.)

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priorityl;
should be deferred”.

9. Cuyahoga Valley National Recreational
Area, Ohio—Line Item Construction:
$2,000,000 increase to $0 request for railroad
track and bridges: $2,000,000. (House Report
103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priorityl:
should be deferred”.

10, Cuyahoga Valley National Recreational
Area, Ohio—Line Item Construction:
$2,600,000 increase to $0 request for Boston
General Store. (House Report 103-158, page
30.)

NPS: "“No SWP [Servicewide Priority];
should be deferred’.

11. Delaware Water Gap National Rec-
reational Area, Pennsylvania—Line Item Con-
struction: $195,000 increase to $0 request for
trail development. (House Report 103-158,
page 30.)

NPS: “*Not part of overall rehabilitation
project; should be deferred’.

12. Gateway National Recreational Area, New
York—Line Item Construction: $5,200,000 in-
crease to 30 request for Jacob Riis Park.
(House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “Lower SWP [Servicewide Priority];
could be deferred.

13. Gettysburg National Military Park, Penn-
sylvania—Line Item Construction: $100,000 in-
crease to $0 request for technical assistance:
$100,000. (House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: **“No SWP [Servicewide Priority]: non-
park related local support should be de-
ferred'.

14. Glacier National Park, Montana—Line
Item Construction: $600,000 increase to $0 re-
quest to rehabilitate chalets. A total of
$1,000,000 has been provided to bring National
Historic Landmark chalets at Glacier Na-
tional Park into compliance with Montana
and Federal health and safety standards. In
providing this appropriation the Committee
expects the National Park Service to con-
tinue providing a valued visitor experience;
to assure a safe, efficient, and cost effective
operating plan; and to provide appropriate
disposal systems that will ensure the long
term capability of these facilities to operate
in an environmentally responsible manner.”
(House Report 103-158, pages 30 and 31.)

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priorityl],
should be deferred; $200,000 would need to be
used for planning".

15. Great Basin National Park, Nevada—Line
Item Construction: $250,000 increase to $0 re-
quest for water system. “The general man-
agement plan for Great Basin National Park
designates that administrative, mainte-
nance, housing and visitor contact facilities
be placed on the 80-acre administrative site
adjacent to Baker, NV. These new facilities
will require construction of adequate water
and wastewater services. The new adminis-
trative site will hook into the joint National
Park Service/Baker water and sewer system.
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The Committee has provided $250,000 to the
Baker Water and Sewer General Improve-
ment District to cover the additional cost
for oversizing the system to serve Service fa-
cilities in addition to the community of
Baker, NV." (House Report 103-158, pages 30
and 32, and H.R. 2520, page 16, line 24; page 17,
line 3.)

NPS: “No SWP ([Servicewide Priority],
amount is lower than current estimates,
archeo work needed”.

16. Ice Age Scientific Reserve, Wisconsin—
Line Item Construction: $500,000 increase to
$0 request for exhibits. (House Report 103-158,

page 30.)

NPS: “*No SWP [Servicewide Priority)], non-
NPS area should be deferred™.

17. Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore, Indi-
ana—Line Item Construction: $125,000 in-
crease to 30 request for Long Lake Wetlands
Overlook. (House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “‘No SWP [Servicewide Priority], non-
safety/preservation issue should be de-
ferred"'.

18. James A. Garfield National Historic Site,
Ohio—Line Item Construction: $1,311,000 in-
crease to $0 request for site, building restora-
tion. (House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: '*Additional phase of ongoing reha-
bilitation could be deferred".

19. Jean Lafitte National Historical Park,
Louisiana—Line Item Construction: $100,000
increase to 30 request for Barataria levee
recreation plan. (House Report 103-158, page
30.)
NPS: *“No SWP [Servicewide Priority], non-
safety/preservation issue should be de-
ferred.

20. Lackawanna Heritage Park, Pemnsylva-
nia—Line Item Construction: $670,000 in-
crease to $0 request for technical assistance.
(House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priority]; non-
park related local support should be de-
ferred”.

21. Lincoln Research Center, [llinois—Line
Item Construction: $3,000,000 increase to 30
request ‘‘for the Lincoln Center to be devel-
oped in Springfield, Illinois in conjunction
with the Lincoln Home National Historic
Site. The National Park Service should not
use this money until the appropriate author-
ization is in place which sets out the overall
scope of the project.” (House Report 103-158,
pages 30 and 32, and H.R. 2520, page 16, lines
15-18.)

NPS: **No SWP [Servicewide Priority], not
NPS area related, funds cannot be obligated
in FY 1994"".

22. Lincoln Home National Historic Site, ITli-
nois—Line Item Construction: $709,000 in-
crease to $0 request for Dubois House reha-
bilitation. (House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: *“No SWP [Servicewide Priority],
structure not jeopardized, work could be de-
ferred.

23. Lincoln Home Nationul Historic Site, Illi-
nois—Line Item Construction: $707,000 in-
crease to $0 request for Morse House reha-
bilitation. (House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: *“No SWP (Servicewide Priority],
structure not jeopardized, work could be de-
ferred"'.

24. Lyndon B. Johnson National Historic Site,
Teras—Line Item Construction: $100,000 in-
crease to $1,300,000 request for exhibits.
(House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “*Additional amounts for exhibits can
be obligated".

25. Mount Vernon Bicycle Trail, Virginia—
Line Item Construction: $450,000 increase to
30 request to correct safety hazards. (House
Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “'No SWP [Servicewide Priority],
work should be deferred”.
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26. Natchez Trace Parkway, Mississippi—Line
Item Construction: $4,000,000 increase to $0
request for Parkway construction in addi-
tion to 85,500,000 request in the Federal
Lands Highway Program. (House Report 103-
158, pages 30 and 31.)

NPS: “Additional phase could be deferred,
ongoing work in progress’’.

27. New Jersey Coastal Heritage Trail, New
Jersey—Line Itermn Construction: $255,000 in-
crease to $0 request for signage/interpreta-
tive plan. (House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “No BSWP [Servicewide Priority],
would develop interpretative plan, trails, ex-
hibits™,

28. North Cascades National Park, Washing-
ton—Line Item Construction: $40,000 increase
to $0 request for Sterling Munro Nature
Trail. (House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “No SWP [Service Priority], work
more appropriately accomplished in ONPS
[Operation of the National Park System]
program®'.

29. Port Chicago National Memorial, Califor-
nia—Line Item Construction: $40,000 increase
to 30 request for memorial fabrication/con-
struction. (House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: *No SWP [Servicewide Priority], not
an NPS area, funds could be appropriated to
the Navy''.

30. Salem Maritime National Historical Park,
Massachusetts—Line  Item = Construction:
$1,300,000 increase to 30 request for various
projects. $1,300,000. (House Report 103-158,
page 30.)

NPS: **Additional Central Wharf exhibits,
waysides, etc., should be deferred.”

31. San Antonio Missions National Historical
Park, Teras—Line Item  Construction:
$1,406,000 increase to $0 for exhibitions.
(House Report 103-158, page 31.)

NPS: *No SWP [Servicewide Priority], ex-
hibit work should be deferred’”.

32. Stones River National Battlefield, Ten-
nessee—Line Item Construction: $700,000 in-
crease to $0 for trail connector. (House Re-
port 103-158, page 31.)

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priority], non-
safety/preservation work could be deferred”.

33. Thomas Stone National Historic Site,
Maryland—Line Item Construction: $1,170,000
increase to $0 for main house restoration,
(House Report 103-158, page 31.)

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priority], non-
safety/preservation issue should be de-
ferred’.

34. Ulysses S. Grant National Historic Site,
Missouri—Line Item Construction: $150,000
increase to $0 to restore historic structures
(House Report 103-158, page 31.)

NPS: **‘No SWP [Servicewide Priority], only
planning work could be undertaken in FY
1994,

35. Upper Susquehanna Heritage, Pennsylva-
nia—Line Item Construction: $50,000 increase
for technical assistance. (House Report 103-
158, page 31.)

NPS: “'No SWP [Servicewide Priority], non-
park related local support should be de-
ferred'.

36. War in the Pacific, Guam—Line Item
Construction: $500,000 increase to $0 request
for monument. (House Report 103-158, page
31.)

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priority].
should be deferred”.

37. Weir Farm National Historic Site, Con-
necticut—Line Item Construction: $395,000 in-
crease to $0 request to restore historic struc-
tures. (House Report 103-158, page 31.)

NPS: **‘No SWP [Servicewide Priority], next
phase of work could be deferred™.

38. Yosemite National Park, California—Line
Itermn Construction: $250,000 increase to $0 re-
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quest for Bearbox installation. (House Re-
port 103-158, page 31.)

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priorityl],
should be deferred’.

39. Boston National Historical Park, Massa-
chusetts—Planning: $315,000 increase to $0 re-
quest for Old South Meeting House. (House
Report 103-158, page 32.)

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priorityl.
should be deferred".

40. Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation
Area, Ohio—Planning: $185,000 increase to $0
request for riverbank stabilization. (House
Report 103-158, page 32.)

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priority],
should be deferred’.

41. Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation
Area, Ohip—Planning: $200,000 increase to $0
request for railroad maintenance facility.

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priority],
should be deferred".

42. Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation
Area, Ohio—Planning: $50,000 increase to $0
request for Snowville and Dover reclama-
tion: $50,000. (House Report 103-158, page 32.)

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priority],
should be deferred’.

43. Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation
Area, Ohio—Planning: $80,000 increase to $0
request for Tinkers Creek Aqueduct. (House
Report 103-158, page 32.)

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priority],
should be deferred”.

44. Fort Necessity National Battlefield, Penn-
sylvania—Planning: $775,000 increase to $0 re-
quest for Historic Structures Report; exhibit
plans; archaeological research.

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priority],
should be deferred”.

45. Glacier National Park, Montana—Plan-
ning: $400,000 increase to $0 request to reha-
bilitate chalets. ‘A total of $1,000,000 has
been provided to bring National Historic
Landmark chalets at Glacier National Park
into compliance with Montana and Federal
health and safety standards. In providing
this appropriation the Committee expects
the National Park Service to continue pro-
viding a valued visitor experience; to assure
a safe, efficient, and cost effective operating
plan; and to provide appropriate disposal sys-
tems that will ensure the long term capabil-
ity of these facilities to operate in an envi-
ronmentally responsible manner.” (House
Report 103-158, pages 31 and 32.)

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priority],
should be deferred; would need $200,000 more
from line item to do''.

46. James A. Garfield National Historic Site,
Ohio—Planning: $210,000 increase to $0 re-
quest for site, building restoration. (House
Report 103-158, page 32.)

NPS: “No SWP (Servicewide Priority],
should be deferred”.

47. Olympic National Park, Washington—
Planning: $2,464,000 increase to $336.000 re-
quest for Elwha Dam removal. ‘‘Funds pro-
vided to implement the Elwha River Eco-
system and Fisheries Restoration Act (P.L.
102-495) shall also allow for baseline studies
to be conducted to consider potential im-
pacts on water quality that would occur
from the removal of the Elwha dams. (House
Report 103-158, page 32.)

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priorityl].
should be deferred”.

48. Thomas Stone National Historic Site,
Maryland—Planning: $150,000 increase to 30
request for main house restoration. (House
Report 103-158, page 32.)

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priority],
should be deferred”.

49, Zion National Park, Utah—Planning:
$360,000 increase to $0 request for transpor-
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tation system. (House Report 103-158, page
32

5

NPS: “No SWP [Servicewide Priority],
should be deferred".

50. Salt River Bay National Historical Park
and Ecological Preserve, Virgin Islands—Gen-
eral Management Plans: $125,000 increase to
$0 request. *‘In addition, the Committee rec-
ommends $125,000 within the general man-
agement plan budget for Salt River NHP,
VI." (House Report 103-158, page 32.)

NPS: “*Earmarking $125,000 for Salt River
will affect one or more of the GMP projects
on the NPS priority list. Either amounts will
be decreased on several projects, or the low-
est ranked project (Wolf Trap Farm Park or
Regional Office Projects) will be reduced
substantially.”

51. Camino Real, New Merxico and Teras—
Special Resource Studies: $150,000 increase to
$0 request. (House Report 103-158, page 32.)

52. El Paso Missions, Teras—Special Re-
source Studies: $150,000 increase to $0 re-
quest. (House Report 103-158, page 32.)

53. Golden Gate Recreation Area, California—
Special Resource Studies: §10,000 increase to
30 request. (House Report 103-158, page 32.)

54. Hudson Valley Greenway, New York—
General Management Plans, Special Re-
source Studies: $200,000 increase to 30 re-
quest. (House Report 103-158, page 32.)

55. Rutherford B. Hayes, Ohio—General
Management Plans, Special Resource Stud-
ies: $100,000 increase to $0 reguest. (House
Report 103-158, page 32.)

56. Toledo Urban Waterfront, Ohio—General
Management Plans, Special Resource Stud-
ies: $150,000 increase to $0 request. (House
Report 103-158, page 32.)

57. Emergency, Unscheduled, and Housing
Projects: $750,000 increase to $2,000,0000 re-
quest.

The Committee recommends decreases to-
taling $51,591,000 impacting 74 projects; de-
creases of $45,642,000 for 15 line-item con-
struction projects; a decrease of $760.000 for
special resource studies results in the elimi-
nation of 10 ongoing studies and 9 planned
new studies; and a decrease of $5,159,000 for 40
planning projects.

NPS LINE-ITEM CONSTRUCTION DECREASES:

$46,415,000 FOR 15

1. Biscayne National Park, Florida:
$1,500,000 decrease of $4,855,000 request for
equipment exhibits, trails, *'The reduction to
the Biscayne NP, FL construction project
defers the trails portion for a subsequent ap-
propriation.” (House Report 103-158, page 31.)

NPS: “Defers mangrove restoration requir-
ing more expensive phase'.

2. Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation
Area, Ohio: $3,930,000 decrease to $5,055,000 re-
quest for Krejci toxic waste cleanup. (House
Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “'The NPS is currently violating haz-
ardous materials storage health and safety
laws. If the full $5,055,000 is not restored, the
project will have to shut down. The State
will issue a Notice of Violation against the
Service. Restart of cleanup work in a future
year will cost more because of mobilization
costs.”

3. Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation
Area, Ohio: $275,000 decrease to $400,000 re-
quest for Armington Dam No. 1 safety modi-
fications. (House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “Revised amount can be obligated’.

4. Delaware Water Gap National Recre-
ation Area, Pennsylvania: $1,250,000 decrease
to $1,250,000 request for Pahaquarry Copper
Mines. (House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “High SWP [Servicewide Priority],
safety concerns for mine stabilization™.

5. Denahli National Park and Preserve,
Alaska: $1,487,000 decrease to $1,487,000 re-
quest for mountain rescue center. (House Re-
port 103-158, page 30.)
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NPS: “High SWP [Servicewide Priority],
leased building cannot handle increased res-
cue incidents”.

6. Denahli National Park and Preserve,
Alaska: $2,200,000 decrease to $2,200,000 re-
quest for Teklinika restrooms. (House Re-
port 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “'If this project is not built, visitors
on the popular park road will continue to use
unhygienic portable chemical toilets and be
forced to stand in line outdoors for extended
periods of time in an area of heavy mosquito
infestation and frequent storms.”

7. Gateway National Recreation Area, New
York: $6,430,000 decrease to $13,030,000 request
for Great Kills Bathhouse. (House Report
103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “High SWP [Servicewide Priority],
however, project could be phased, one year
delay™.

8. Great Smoky Mountains National Park,
North Carolina: 85,000,000 decrease to
$5,000,000 request for Oconalluftee Visitors
Center infrastructure. (House Report 103-158,
page 30.)

NPS: “High SWP [Servicewide Priority],
deferral will increase costs.

9. John D. Rockefeller Parkway, Wyoming:
$2,159,000 decrease to $2,859,000 request to re-
locate Flagg Ranch. (House Report 103-158,
page 30.)

NPS: ““The House substituted the $700,000
component contained in the FY'93 Economic
Stimulus Program for underground power
lines in lieu of the FY'% project to construct
a contact station and staff housing. This
means there will be no NPS visitor contact
for interpretation or dissemination of safety
information nor any public restrooms at the
concessionaire’s new Flagg Ranch facility."

10. Klondike Gold Rush National Historical
Park, Alaska: $1,015,000 decrease to $1,015,000
request to restore Skagway Historic Dis-
trict. (House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “High SWP [Servicewide Priority]".

11. Martin Luther King, Jr., National His-
toric Site, Georgia: $1,000,000 decrease to
$1,800,000 request to restore Birth Home
block historic structures. (House Report 103-
158, page 30.)

NPS: *Dr. King's birthhome block contains
structures that are deteriorated, historically
inaccurate, and one important historic
structure has already collapsed. Without full
funding, the birthhome block, the historic
resource of this park, will continue to be a
substandard unit of the National Park Sys-
tem."”

12. Martin Luther King, Jr., National His-
toric Site, Georgia: $9,982,000 decrease to
$9,982,000 request for visitor facilities. (House
Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS: “Without this project, the park will
not have a facility to interpret Dr. King's
contribution to America, and, since current
visitation cannot be handled by current fa-
cilities (parking and comfort stations, exhib-
its), the park will be totally unable to handle
expected visitation during the Atlantic
Olympic Games in 1996."

13. National Capitol Parks, District of Co-
lumbia: $3,100,000 decrease to $3.100,000 re-
quest to restore Washington Monument
grounds. (House Report 103-158, page 30.)

NPS. “High SWP [Servicewide Priority],
defers and makes more expensive first
phase''.

14, Yosemite National Park, California:
$1.214,000 decrease to $1,214,000 request for
sign plan implementation. (House Report
103-158. page 31.)

NPS: **Very high SWP [Servicewide Prior-
ity], safety concern disrupts visitor traffic
flow".
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15. Yosemite National Park, California:
$5,100,000 decrease to $5,100,000 request to re-
habilitate electrical system. (House Report
103-158, page 31.)

NPS: **Very high SWP [Servicewide Prior-
ity], poses severe safety issue, system rap-
idly decaying".

NPS, SPECIAL RESOURCE STUDIES DECREASES:

760,000 FOR ELIMINATION OF 19

1. African American Heritage, New Jersey/
Pennsylvania—Special Resource Studies: $0
for proposed new study.

2. Agricultural/Industrial Heritage, Iowa—
Special Resource Studies: $0 for proposed
new study.

3. Bear Tooth Highway, Montana—Special
Resource Studies: $0 for proposed new study.

4. Big Two-Hearted River, Michigan—Spe-
cial Resource Studies: $0 for proposed new
study.

5. Blood Run, Iowa—Special
Studies: $0 for proposed new study.

6. Carnegie Steel Mill Towns, Pennsylva-
nia—Special Resource Studies: $0 for pro-
posed new study.

7. Great Cypress Swamp, Delaware—Spe-
cial Resource Studies: $0 for proposed new
study.

8. Kennicott-McCarthy, Alaska—Special
Resource Studies: $0 for proposed new study.

9. Oak Hill, Virginia—Special Resource
Studies: $0 for proposed new study.

10. Atchafalaya Basin, Louisiana—Special
Resource Studies: $0 for ongoing study.

11. Bear River Massacre Site, Idaho—Spe-
cial Resource Studies: $0 for ongoing study.

12. Buffalo Prairie National Park, Ne-
braska—Special Resource Studies: $0 for on-
going study.

13. Lower Eastern Shore, Maryland-—Spe-
cial Resource Studies. 30 for ongoing study.

14. Missouri National Recreation Center
Area, Nebraska/South Dakota—Special Re-
source Studies: 30 for ongoing study.

15. New Jersey Delaware Bay, New Jersey—
Special Resource Studies: $0 for ongoing
study.

16. Route 66, Illinois/California—Special
Resource Studies: $0 for ongoing study.

17. Susan B. Anthony, New York—Special
Resource Studies: $0 for ongoing study.

18. Underground Railroad Study, Multi-
State—Special Resource Studies; $0 for ongo-
ing study.

19. Wounded Knee, South Dakota—Special
Resource Studies: $0 for ongoing study.

NPS, PLANNING DECREASES: $5,189,000 IMPACTS 40

1. Acadia National Park, Maine—Planning:
Decrease to $150,000 request to restore car-
riage roads.

2. Alaska Regionwide—Planning: Decrease
to $550,000 request for regionwide employee
housing.

3. Appalachian National Scenic Trail, Con-
necticut/Maine/Maryland/Massachusetts/New
Hampshire/New Jersey/New York/Pennsylva-
nia/Vermont/Virginia—Planning: Decrease to
$250,000 request to restore sites, rehabilitate
structures, remove unsafe conditions.

4, Biscayne National Park, Florida—Plan-
ning: Decrease to $150,000 request to replace
visitor and support facilities.

5. Crater Lake National Park, Oregon—
Planning: Decrease to $383,000 request for re-
evaluation of development concept plan/envi-
ronmental assessment.

6. Delaware Water Gap National Recre-
ation Area, Pennsylvania/New Jersey—Plan-
ning: Decrease to-$1,300,000 request to reha-
bilitate visitor and support facilities.

7. Denali National Park and Preserve,
Alaska—Planning: Decrease to $150,000 re-
quest for Teklanika comfort stations.
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8. Denali National Park and Preserve,
Alaska—Planning: Decrease to $150,000 re-
quest for South Side Denalhi Environmental
Impact Statement.

9. Fort Sumter National Monument, South
Carolina—Planning: Decrease to $200,000 re-
quest for Charleston tour boat facility,
Phases I and II.

10. Gateway National Recreation Area,
New York—Planning: Decrease to $75,000 re-
quest for rehabilitation of Jacob Riis
Bathouse.

11. Gateway National Recreation Area,
New York—Planning: Decrease to $1,300,000
request for construction of Great Kills Park
facilities.

12. Gateway National Recreation Area,
New York—Planning: Decrease to $400,00 re-
quest for Floyd Bennett Field water system
repairs.

13. George Washington Memorial Parkway,
Maryland—Planning: Decrease to $1,200,000
request for Glen Echo utilities and buildings.

14. Grand Canyon National Park, Arizona—
Planning: Decrease to $600,000 request for
employee housing.

15. Great Smoky Mountains National Park,
North Carolina—Planning: Decrease to
$225,000 request for Oconoluftnee visitor cen-
ter.

16. Harpers Ferry National Historical
Park, West Virginia—Planning: Decrease to
$750,000 request to rehabilitate Shipley and
Grandview schools.

17. Independence National Historical Park,
Pennsylvania—Planning: Decrease to
$7,564,000 request to rehabilitate Park utili-
ties.

18. John D. Rockefeller Memorial Park-
way, Wyoming—Planning: Decrease to
$425,000 request for Flagg Ranch facilities,
Phase I and Phase II.

19. Kenai Fjords National Park, Alaska—
Planning: Decrease to $225,000 request for de-
velopment concept plans.

20. Klondike Gold Rush National Historical
Park, Alaska—Planning: Decrease to $200,000
request to restore Skagway Historic Dis-
trict.

21. Lake Mead National Recreation Area,
Nevada/Arizona—Planning:  Decrease to
$100,000 request to implement entrance sta-
tion program.

22, Lyndon B. Johnson National Historical
Park, Texas—Planning: Decrease to $130,000
request to provide Park operations/head-
quarters building, Phase IV.

23. Martin Luther King, Jr. National His-
toric Site, Georgia—Planning: Decrease to
$850,000 request for visitor facilities and ex-
hibits.

24, Mount Rainier National Park, Washing-
ton—Planning: Decrease to $150,000 request
to rehabilitate Paradise Valley water and
sewer systems.

25. Mount Rainier National Park, Washing-
ton—Planning: Decrease to $455,000 request
to replace Sunrise Lodge.

26. Mount Rainier National Park, Washing-
ton—Planning: Decrease to $97,000 request to
replace employee dorm at Paradise.

27. National Capital Region, Central, Dis-
trict of Columbia—Planning: Decrease to
$1,260,000 request to restore Washington
Monument grounds.

28. National Capital Region, Central, Dis-
trict of Columbia—Planning: Decrease to
$2,200,000 request for Lincoln and Jefferson
Memorials. Phase IV and future phases.

29. National Capital Region, White House,
District of Columbia—Planning: Decrease to
$100,000 request to rehabilitate White House
heating and air conditioning systems.

30. North Cascades National Park, Wash-
ington—Planning: Decrease to $350,000 re-
quest for environmental impact statement
for Stehekin implementation plan.
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31. Ozark National Scenic Riverway, Mis-
souri—Planning: Decrease to $1,050,000 re-
quest for Akers Ferry Campground. Phases [
and II.

32. Sequoia National Park, California—
Planning: Decrease to $1,180,000 request to
replace Giant Forest facilities.

33. Bhenandoah National Park, Virginia—
Planning: Decrease to $60,000 request for em-
ployee housing facilities development.

34. Upper Delaware Scenic and Rec-
reational River, New York/New Jersey—
Planning: Decrease to $750,000 request for
restoration of Roebling Bridge.

35. Yellowstone National Park, Wyoming/
Montana—Planning: Decrease to $800.000 re-
quest for employee housing, Phase I.

36. Yosemite National Park, California—
Planning: Decrease to $390,000 request to re-
habilitate electrical system.

37. Yosemite National Park, California—
Planning: Decrease to $300,000 request to re-
move facilities from Yosemite Valley.

38. Yosemite National Park, California—
Planning: Decrease to $195,000 request for El
Portal maintenance facilities.

39. Yosemite National Park, California—
Planning: Decrease to $750,000 request for El
Portal employee housing.

40. Yosemite National Park, California—
Planning: Decrease to $250,000 request to im-
plement parkwide sign program.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FAWELL. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman has some information, and I
have not heard all of the gentleman’s
statement, but I would just suggest
that the $3,000 limitation he referred to
only refers to where there is not a spe-
cific authorization for construction in
a park. Very often there is.

Mr. FAWELL. Reclaiming my time, I
would agree with the gentleman, if
there is a specific authorization.

Mr. VENTO Second, I would disagree
with the gentleman and would point
out specifically that the provision for
the set-aside we made from the His-
toric Preservation Fund is entirely ap-
propriate and consistent with the law,
and is not in the same category as the
other types of earmarks that have been
appropriated that the gentleman has
referenced. I also share many of the
gentleman’'s concerns about unauthor-
ized projects and earmarking in these
projects. I did not hear the gentleman's
entire statement, but I wanted to make
certain that he knows I will work in
good faith with him to establish sound
policy based on legislative action.

Mr. FAWELL. 1 appreciate those
words, and I do not think I basically
disagree with them, as long as there is
a specific authorization there. And I
certainly have no problem in that re-
gard.

Mr. DE LUGO. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to commend
the chairman and ranking member of
the committee for the provisions in
here relating to the insular areas, and
also commend the staff for the work
done, and urge support for H.R. 2250.
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Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of H.R.
2250, a bill making appropriations for the De-
partment of Interior for fiscal year 1994.

As chairman of the authorizing subcommit-
tee with general jurisdiction over the U.S. insu-
lar areas which receive assistance through the
Department of the Interior, | want to commend
my friend and distinguished colleague, the
chairman of the Appropriations Subcommittee,
SIDNEY YATES, for his hard work and dedica-
tion in bringing this bill to the floor today. |
also want to express my thanks and apprecia-
tion to him for his continued sensitivity to the
Federal responsibilities and needs of the U.S.
insular areas.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2250 includes the Presi-
dent's request for reconstruction grants related
to the devastation of Hurricane Hugo in the
Virgin Islands. These funds are to complete
essential projects at the University of the Vir-
gin Islands, including renovations to bring fa-
cilities into compliance with basic safety stand-
ards. | testified before Chairman YATES' sub-
committee in support of this request earlier
this year and | am very pleased to see that
this request for the University of the Virgin Is-
lands was included in the bill before us today.

H.R. 2250 would also provide funding for
land acquisition at the Salt River National His-
torical Park on St. Croix in the Virgin Islands
which was established last year, as a result of
legislation which | sponsored.

he de Lugo Salt River bill protects a
unique complex of natural and cultural re-
sources that goes back as far back a 2000
BC. It is a 912 acre park that will bring about
an unprecedented degree of joint Federal/terri-
torial management of the resources of the
area.

The enactment of the de Lugo Salt River bill
was an achievement of which | am particularly
proud. It was the culmination of my efforts to
save Salt River which began in 1958, when |
sponsored legislation as a member of the local
legislature of the Virgin Islands, to purchase
50 acres of the area including the S5-acre
beach where Christopher Columbus landed on
his second voyage to the New World.

Initially, there was little political support for a
park at Salt River, partly because many did
not understand the enormous economic bene-
fits that such a park could generate for the is-
land and the people of St. Croix. Also, many
did not believe it was possible to establish a
jointly managed park as my legislation did.

| wish to thank the chairman of the Sub-
committee on National Parks Forests and
Public Lands, BRUCE VENTO and GEORGE MiL-
LER, chairman of the Committee on Natural
Resources for their support of this unique
park. | also want to thank the Governor of the
Virgin Islands, Alexander Farrelly, who has be-
come a strong supporter of the park and
whose wife is a member of the management
commission.

| also want to thank Virgin Islanders like
Jessie Thompson, Rudy O'Reilly, Jr., and Wil-
liam J. Cissel, a noted historian with the Na-
tional Park Service on St. Croix, for their sup-
port as well. In addition, | would like to thank
groups like the St. Croix Environmental Asso-
ciation and the Nature Conservancy and Liz
Wilson and Helen Gessing of the League of
Woman's Voters for their help also.

Salt River continues to enjoy widespread
support in the Virgin Islands, and | am very
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hopeful that with the enactment of this legisla-
tion we can begin the process of making this
truly unique national treasure a reality.

Mr. Chairman, | would also like to thank
Chairman YATES for his support of the needs
of the other insular areas particularly American
Samoa and Palau where there continues to be
great needs but with very little economic re-
sources for the people there to draw upon to
help meet these needs.

In conclusion | want to again thank the
chairman of the Subcommittee, Chairman
YATES, and the ranking member of the sub-
committee, RALPH REGULA, for the support
they have shown to the people of the U.S. off-
shore areas. | also want to thank the chairman
of the full Appropriations committee, the distin-
guished gentleman from Kentucky, BILL
NATCHER for his support as well, and | urge
my colleagues to support this bill.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BURTON OF
INDIANA

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr., Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BURTON of Indi-
ana: Page 46, line 17, strike *'$155,903,000"" and
insert “*$148,955,000".

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment would strike the
funding of $6.9 million for the Forest
Legacy Program. This is another case
of the Federal Government attempting
to purchase additional parkland when
we do not even have the resources to
take care of the parks that we already
have and wilderness areas we already
have in this country.

Under the Forest Legacy Program
the Federal Government has authority
to purchase virtually any woodland
with the potential for development.
Given the current economic cir-
cumstances, taxpayers do not need to
see further erosion in their property
tax base, especially in rural areas. The
Federal Government confiscates the
property or takes the property, and it
erodes the property tax base, and it
hurts local communities around this
country that rely on property taxes to
run their local governments.

Given today’s economic conditions,
how can Congress justify spending $6.9
million on this program?

The Forest Legacy Program was en-
acted by circumventing the normal
committee process. No public hearings
were held, no input from local govern-
ment was ever requested, It was never
even debated by either the House or
the Senate.

This money would be far better spent
on forest management and fire protec-
tion for our current forests rather than
further expansion.

I would like to also point out that
the Forest Legacy Program is strongly
opposed by the American Farm Bureau.
Let me gquote what the Farm Bureau
said about this program.

As written, the authority to purchase for-
est land or place easements on forest land is

not limited to lands that offer unique or sig-
nificant environmental values. Instead, it
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extends well beyond environmentally valu-
able lands to make eligible for Federal pur-
chase virtually any woodland that may be
developed.

Second, as organization of landowners and
taxpayers, a large portion of whom own for-
est and woodland, we do not consider the
purchase of land that offers no unique and
special value a wise public policy or an effi-
cient use of tax dollars.

Third, furthermore, we do not need to see
further reduction in the property tax base,
especially in rural areas.

Fourth, and finally, from the standpoint of
private property rights, we are concerned
about the impact this legislation has on
those entering the long-term contracts as
well as on adjacent and nearby property
owners. We believe that the forest legacy
program will result in a further erosion of
private property rights.

There have been no open hearings in
the House or Senate on this program.
It was established with the support of
environmental extremists in the 1990
farm bill, literally in the dead of night
and behind closed doors.

The program is opposed by the forest
products industry. It is opposed by the
American Farm Bureau and opposed by
property rights organizations.

I hope my colleagues will show their
support for the Farm Bureau and the
people who want to keep their property
without Government infringement by
supporting this amendment, and I hope
my colleagues on the committee will
look with favor on supporting it.

0 1530

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all time on
this amendment may close in 5 min-
utes, if that is acceptable to the gen-
tleman, and that I be allowed to con-
trol 3 minutes and the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. BURTON] be allowed to
control the remaining 2 minutes, if he
wants it.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,

Mr. Chairman, this program was au-
thorized in the 1990 farm bill to meet a
need identified in a study requested by
Congress to provide a mechanism for
conserving and protecting forest lands
in the New England States, New York,
and Washington State. Only local gov-
ernments who are willing to partici-
pate may receive funding to acquire
easements which will then provide for
long-term protection of remaining for-
est lands in these States.

The goal is to conserve environ-
mentally important private forest
lands threatened with conversion to
nonforest uses. For some cases, the
right to public access becomes part of
the conservation easement.

This was a program, Mr. Chairman,
that was initially funded in the Senate,
and as far as the House is concerned,
we went along with the Senate on this.
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The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman is one that, I think, ought to be
opposed. It does offer opportunities for
those municipalities, and only those
municipalities, that want to partici-
pate, and I would urge a vote against
the amendment, Mr. Chairman.

Mr, Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BURTON. of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to my good
friend, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
REGULA].

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.
Mr. Chairman and Members, I sup-
port this amendment.

We have 750 million acres of land now
in the public domain. We have a tough
time, as we have heard in the last 2
days, financing what we have. Let us
not start taking more. Certainly in
this Nation we have a great respect for
property rights and, therefore, in this
instance, I do not think, this program
makes good policy. I certainly support
the amendment of the gentleman from
Indiana.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I just would urge a
vote against the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Mr. Chairman, let me just end up by
saying to my colleagues that there
have been no open hearings on this bill.
It is opposed by the Farm Bureau. It is
opposed by many private-property-
rights organizations, and local govern-
ments opposite it because it allows the
Federal Government to take property
away, and that erodes their property
tax base.

This is a very good amendment, and
I hope you will support it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. POMBO

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PoMBO: Page 11,
line 20, strike ''$61,610,000" and insert
**$60,610,000"".

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. POMBO. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr, YATES., Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all time on
this amendment be limited to 10 min-
utes, 5 minutes to be controlled by the
gentleman from California [Mr. POMEO]
and 5 minutes to be controlled by the
gentleman from California [Mr. FAZIO].

The The unanimous-
consent request is for 10 minutes, 5
minutes on each side.
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Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Illinois?

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object. I will agree to 10
minutes on each side.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. PoMBO] does not
agree to that unanimous-consent re-
quest. He suggests that it be 10 minutes
on each side.

Mr. YATES. All right. Mr. Chairman,
I will amend my request to make it 10
minutes on each side to the amend-
ment, and all amendments thereto.

The CHAIRMAN. To this amendment
and all amendments thereto.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. PoMBOo] will be
recognized for 10 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FAZIO] will
be recognized for 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. POMBO].

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment will
cut $1 million from H.R. 2520, the De-
partment of the Interior appropriations
for fiscal year 1994.

I propose to reduce the Fish and
Wildlife Service acquisition appropria-
tion by 81 million.

It is my intention to have this $1 mil-
lion cut come from funds intended for
my district.

The committee report provides that
$1 million be directed toward the Stone
Lakes Wildlife Refuge, the vast major-
ity of which is included in my congres-
sional district.

Many of my constituents who reside
near this refuge are opposed to the
Stone Lakes Refuge.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to give a
few reasons why. One of the main rea-
sons that has come up over the last
couple of years that we have been
working on this issue is the health rea-
son. We have the potential of creating
a health problem in a very populated
area and an area nearby which is
planned for development.

I would like to read, if I may, an ex-
cerpt from a letter that was sent Octo-
ber 7, 1991, from the Department of
Health Services in Sacramento. It
states:

I am concerned about locating this refuge
in particular, and any wildlife refuge in gen-
eral, adjacent to human habitation. The
draft environmental impact statement
[DEIS] does not address the potential public
health impact from production of insects and
other animals which may harbor or transmit
disease organisms to man.

A major concern is mosquitoes. When land
is intermittently flooded, several species of
mosquitoes may be produced. Not only are
floodwater mosquitoes voracious feeders and
therefore directly injurious, but one common
species has been implicated in the trans-
mission cycle of Western equine encepha-
litis, a serious disease of horses and humans.
Quiescent water gives rise to the carriers of
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western equine and St. Louis encephalitis
and of malaria, all of which have occurred in
the area of the proposed refuge.

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to
make comment as to a letter sent out
by the mosquito and vector control dis-
trict on April 1 of this year, and a por-
tion of the letter states:

As a Board we are mindful of the con-
sequences of being constrained from doing
our job of mosquito abatement and the effect
this could have on nearby urban populations
of Laguna, Elk Grove and South Sacramento
neighborhoods. It seems as a society we have
forgotten how important mosquito control
is. Many think only of the nuisance caused
by mosqguito populations. The truth of the
matter is that these mosquitoes can pose a
significant health risk as they can transmit
many harmful disease organisms to man.

Mr. Chairman, those are just a couple
of things that have been pointed out
recently on the health issue, and it is
becoming a serious issue in the north-
ern part of my district.

Recently, we have had an outbreak of
equine encephalitis in the area, and it
is of immense concern to myself and to
many of my constituents as to how we
handle that matter.

The other issue that has been
brought out by my constituents has to
do with property rights. I believe that
it is extremely important that we pro-
tect the property rights of our citizens.

These particular farmers and ranch-
ers who are in this area feel that they
have not had their day in court, so to
speak, and have not had their property
rights effected. What happens many
times with the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice is they will step in and designate an
area as a future wildlife refuge, which
devalues the property in the area and
puts restrictions on what they are able
to do in the area. What has happened in
this particular area is many of the
ranchers and farmers are having a dif-
ficult time obtaining financing because
of the wildlife-refuge designation, and I
feel that it is important to preserve the
property rights of those who are af-
fected.

Mr. Chairman, I am including at this
point in the RECORD the letter dated
October 7, 1991, from the Department of
Health Services, and the letter dated
April 1, 1993, from the Sacramento-
Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control Dis-
trict, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES,
Sacramento, CA, October 7, 1991.
PETER JEROME,
Refuge Manager, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Sacramento, CA.

DEAR MR. JEROME: Thank you for the op-
portunity to make comments on the ‘‘Jones
and Stokes Associates, Inc., 1991. Environ-
mental Impact Statement for the Proposed
Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge. Draft
(JSA 91-(46.) Sacramento, California.™

I am concerned about locating this refuge
in particular, and any wildlife refuge in gen-
eral, adjacent to human habitation. The
draft environmental impact statement
(DEIS) does not address the potential public
health impact from production of insects and
other animals which may harbor or transmit
disease organisms to man.
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A major concern is mosquitoes. When land
is intermittently flooded, several species of
mosquitoes may be produced, Not only are
floodwater mosquitoes voracious feeders and
therefore directly injurious, but one common
species has been implicated in the trans-
mission cycle of western equine encephalitis,
a serious disease of horses and humans. Qui-
escent water gives rise to the carriers of
western equine and St. Louis encephalitis
and of malaria, all of which have occurred in
the area of the proposed refuge.

The recent actions of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and the project consultants
in working with the local mosquito and vec-
tor control district is commendable and sup-
ported by the Department, However, I am
concerned that a system, however well de-
signed, can fail unless properly operated and
maintained. Existing refuges in the Sac-
ramento Valley continually undergo mos-
quito surveillance and chemical control ef-
forts by local agencies. Furthermore, I am
made extremely uncomfortable by the stated
efforts by some refuges elsewhere in the na-
tion to use “incompatible activities' as rea-
soning to get out from under the jurisdiction
of mosquito abatement agencies. The DEIS
does not address the use of pesticides for
public health. While I strongly favor limited
use of pesticides, I equally strongly support
the judicious use of chemical mosquito con-
trol to protect people from mosquitoes and
mosquitoborne diseases.

Diseases such as Lyme disease and rabies
may be problems associated with the pro-
posed refuge. We are just learning to under-
stand the distribution of Lyme disease,
transmitted by ticks. Rabies, however, is
known to be endemic in the area. The pro-
posed refuge will support increased numbers
of skunks and promote an increase in the in-
cidence of rabies,

There is a place for refuges, certainly.
That place however, is not immediately ad-
jacent to existing or planned residential
areas.

If you have any questions, please contact
me at (916) 445-0498.

Sincerely,
DonN J. WOMELDORF,

Chief, Environmental Management Branch.

SACRAMENTO-YOLO MOSQUITO AND
VECTOR CONTROL DISTRICT,
Sacramento, CA, April 1, 1993.

Re Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge—
South Sacramento Preservation Coun-
cil versus Plenert.

HOWARD ELLMAN,

Ellman, Burke, Hoffman & Johnson, San Fran-

cisco, CA.

DEAR MR. ELLMAN: This letter is to inform
you of the Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and
Vector Control District, Board decision, to
instruct its counsel to seek leave of the
court to file a non-party amicus curiae
(“Friend of the court") brief in support of
plantiffs’ case. Said case focuses on the po-
tential mosquito impacts and the failure and
reluctance of the U.S. fish & Wildlife Service
(USF&WS) to date to fully disclose and miti-
gate mosquito impacts resulting from the
creation of Stone Lakes National Wildlife
Refuge. We have been attempting in good
faith to reach a memorandum of understand-
ing (MOU) for more than a year with the
USF&WS to no use. Despite these good faith
efforts by the district, we have not come
very far toward a workable MOU that is ac-
ceptable to the District. Further, unless the
Service commits to adequate funding even a
well worded MOU is useless in the fight for a
decent level of public health and safety.
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It is interesting that the complaint alleges
that the “Service is currently engaged in
disputes with mosquito abatement districts
in the Sacramento Valley who contend that
the Service is obstructing abatement on
other refuges, material facts that cast out on
the efficacy of vague promises of ‘coopera-
tion' and non binding management agree-
ments.” (Complaint, p. 16.) This is a clear
reference to the recent discussions with
Service personnel concerning the problems
encountered by the Colusa Mosquito Abate-
ment District in its efforts to apply pes-
ticides last year at the Colusa National Wild-
life Refuge. The Sacramento-Yolo District
and its staff have been participating in these
discussions because of similar problems that
are anticipated concerning pesticide applica-
tion at the Stone Lakes National Wildlife
refuge.

As a Board we are mindful of the con-
sequences of being constrained from doing
our job of mosquito abatement and the effect
this eould have on nearby urban populations
of Laguna, Elk Grove and South Sacramento
neighborhoods. It seems as a society we have
forgotten how important mosquito control
is. Many think only of the nuisance caused
by mosquito populations. The truth of the
matter is that these mosquitoes can pose a
significant health risk as they can transmit
many harmful disease organisms to man.

We feel it is our responsibility to protect
our ability to do our job in the most effec-
tive manner possible unhampered by unrea-
sonable Federal Government constraints. To
that end we have instructed our counsel Mr.
Shanahan to cooperate with you fully as he
prepares our amicus curiae brief. Further, we
have instructed our staff to cooperate with
you in providing any information about vec-
tor control that you require and is in their
ability to provide, also to cooperate with you
on providing details of our negotiations with
the USF&WS to develop a MOU. If you need
any further help please don't hesitate to call
me directly. We look forward to a positive
solution to these troublesome issues.

Sincerely,
JOHN GOLDEN,
President, Sacramento-Yolo
Mosquito and Vector Control Board.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. POMBO].

First of all, I want to say that this
wildlife refuge is located in southern
Sacramento County, an area that I rep-
resented prior to reapportionment. The
gentleman from California [Mr. POMBO]
has inherited a concern that I dealt
with for a number of years.

I might say that I was the last elect-
ed official to sign on to the support for
Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge,
after spending a good deal of time
working on behalf of the farmers and
landowners in the area. But I have now
done so, and I rise in opposition to
striking the funds, knowing full well
that this project has very broad bipar-
tisan support.

It was supported by both the admin-
istration of President Bush before
President Clinton requested funds
again this year.
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The committee was unable to proceed
last year because of a moratorium on
new starts.

It also has the support of the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. PACKARD],
a member of the subcommittee and a
Republican member of the California
delegation, and I believe the support of
the gentleman from California [Mr.
PACKARD] is predicated on the continu-
ing support of Governor Wilson. The
Governor recently signed into law
funding for State purchase of land from
willing sellers in this area. He chose
not to blue-pencil, or line-item wveto,
language that funded the State con-
tribution. The Governor continues to
support this project.
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The refuge also has strong bipartisan
support at the local level. The mayor
and the city council in Sacramento
support it. The chairman of the Sac-
ramento County Board of Supervisors
also. In fact, as I think I have already
indicated, I was the last public official
to support this.

I was the author of a provision that
directed the Fish and Wildlife Service
to study the possibility of creating this
refuge. But it was only after I worked
with local landowners and helped gain
significant protections for agriculture
in southern Sacramento County that I
officially endorsed the project.

A number of accommodations have
been made to address the concerns of
the landowners, many of whom are in-
volved in agriculture, Mr. POMBO and
others have asserted that the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service has
not taken into consideration the con-
cerns of these individuals. I really
think they have.

At my request, the American Farm-
land Trust stepped in to help negotiate
a settlement to the conflicts between
the landowners and U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service. The American Farmland
Trust, a national organization of farm-
ers committed to wvoluntary habitat
protection, worked with the service
and the landowners to see that the con-
cerns of agriculture were addressed. An
agreement was struck that addressed
the wvast majority of the concerns
raised by the landowners, and the
American Farmland Trust has en-
dorsed the creation of this important
refuge.

No less than seven major concessions
were made to landowners in the area in
response to the concerns they raised.

KEY CONCESSIONS

In general, the agreement directed
USFWS to reduce the size of the ref-
uge, delete significant agricultural
areas from the refuge boundary, and
protect wildlife and habitat values pri-
marily through cooperative agree-
ments and the purchase of conserva-
tion easements.

The key compromises reached, in-
cluded the following:
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The fee acquisition of land by
USFWS was reduced by more than two-
thirds of what was originally proposed
for acquisition, from 9,167 acres to no
more than 3,017 acres.

USFWS adopted a policy of making
all acquisitions on a willing seller
basis. To emphasize this point, our
committee included language in last
year's report to accompany the Inte-
rior appropriations bill which stated
that *‘all land acquisitions shall be
from willing sellers only, consistent
with the environmental impact state-
ment."”

The committee further directed
USFWS to minimize, to the greatest
degree practicable, the fee acquisition
of existing farm land. As a response to
this language and at the urging of the
American Farmland Trust, USFWS
added a provision to the Record of De-
cision that requires the Service to co-
operate with landowners, private orga-
nizations and county, State and Fed-
eral agencies to minimize the need for
fee acquisitions of existing farmlands
in the core area of the refuge.

The Service also adopted a provision
in the EIS that will prohibit the re-
introduction of federally listed threat-
ened or endangered species, so there
will be no future issue of that as the
wildlife refuge boundaries are flushed
out.

The Service agreed to create appro-
priate buffers on USFWS-controlled
lands wherever wetlands are estab-
lished next to private agricultural
lands, in order to avoid conflicts with
adjacent landowners, particularly over
pesticide and herbicide use.

The Service agreed to work with the
Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito Vector
Control District to establish a memo-
randum of understanding that would
define wetland design criteria and an-
nual operating procedures for the con-
trol of mosquitos at the Stone Lakes
National Wildlife Refuge.

By the way, I want to make very
clear that in a June 23 letter to Mr.
PomBO from the Mosquito Vector Con-
trol District, they stipulate that a po-
sition of theirs was mistakenly re-
ported and that the board of trustees of
the district has never gone on record in
opposition to this wildlife refuge’s cre-
ation. I think it is important to make
clear that the public health of the com-
munity is being given consideration.
That letter makes it clear that we are
working together, and a memorandum
of understanding has been reached so
that there will not be any breakout of
infectious diseases based on the wet-
land’s creation.

In addition, I want to say that this
binding and meaningful agreement be-
tween the mosquito abatement district
and the Fish and Wildlife Service is in
place and I believe we can, through the
use of binding arbitration over disputes
between the agencies, make sure that
the public health and safety is pro-
tected.
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I think we have gone a long way to
minimize the environmental impact of
this on the surrounding landowners and
farmers. I think we have made every
legitimate effort that we could to ac-
commodate the concerns of people in
the region. But this is not simply a
local project; it is an extremely impor-
tant one for the entire Sacramento
area, and I believe we have gone about
as far as we can go to accommodate the
legitimate concerns of people who, I
maintain, in some instances still uti-
lizing their right to go to court, oppose
the project.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. Doo-
LITTLE].

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I am familiar with
this area as well. 1 was approached by
some of the unhappy landowners who
are very much opposed to creating this
refuge and they asked me to visit the
site. At the time, this was near my dis-
trict, which is now that area taken
over by the gentleman from California
[Mr. PoMBO]. He now represents the
area previously represented by Mr.
Fazio, where much of this property is
located.

What struck me was that this is
prime farmland. This is undoubtedly
some of the finest farmland in the
United States. These landowners are
very happy farming it.

They are terribly opposed to having
this idea of this kind of wildlife refuge
established there which will preclude
them from carrying on their business.
It is very hotly contested.

You know, like so many other things,
if we had the money as a Government
and we did not have a deficit and we
had a surplus in terms of having no na-
tional debt, maybe this would be one
thing to consider someplace—not here,
but someplace.

But the fact of the matter is that we
are going to be borrowing money to
buy up more public land. We cannot
properly manage the public land we
have now, as we have heard from both
sides of the aisle in earlier parts of the
debate today.

Here we are going to buy up even
more land. I think this is a terrible
mistake. I certainly support the
amendment of the gentleman from
California [Mr. POoMBO], and would urge
Members to support him in that.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion on this,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
FaAz10], and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MATSUI], and I have talked
about this since I have been in Con-
gress. Even though I am a new Mem-
ber, one of the first groups that ap-
proached me, as a new Member, was
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the affected farmers and ranchers and
landowners in this area about their
concerns for this project and what it
was going to do to them.

1 spent a good deal of time with them
going over what their issues were, and
I have to agree with them that they
were having part of their property
rights taken away from them.

They felt that the Fish and Wildlife
Service was coming in with a heavy
hand and coming down on top of them.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
Fazio] pointed out previously that
buffer zones had been created as part of
this agreement. What scares all these
farmers is that because they are un-
willing sellers, that they have now be-
come buffer zones. That would further
restrict their farming activities in the
area.
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Most of these guys have been there
for a great deal of time. They are very
happy doing what they are doing. They
have no intention of doing anything
else, and they would like the oppor-
tunity for their farms to go on to their
children and their grandchildren. They
are very concerned about the creation
of another wildlife refuge in the area.

There is another wildlife refuge that
is located about 30 miles south of here
that is underfunded, as this one would
be, even with the $1 million passed.

One of my major concerns about this
kind of legislation is what we are in ef-
fect doing. We are in effect creating
wildlife refuges all over the country
without the money to fund buying
them; so we will go in and we will put
a little bit of money in to start the
process and buy a small part of it and
restrict the use of all the rest of the
land, and in the meantime we do not
have the money to buy it.

So we are in effect taking part of the
property rights of these individuals
without paying them for it and we have
no hope of being able to pay for it as
this country continues to slip further
and further into debt. This is a major
concern of mine and it is a concern of
many Members of this body, as has
been voiced already today.

If you are going to go in and take
people’s lands, whether it is through
regulatory taking or whether it is just
through drawing a funny color on a
map over their property, then you have
got to pay them for it. This does nei-
ther. This takes their property and it
does not pay the owners that are af-
fected. That is what I am trying to
stop here.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would
just like to say there is a current law-
suit that has been filed on this. They
hope to go to court sometime in Sep-
tember. Hopefully within the near fu-
ture there will be some kind of settle-
ment. The property owners will feel
their day in court has been heard and
we will not have these kinds of battles
in the future.
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It is my hope to delay any funding
for this until at least that time.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
remainder of my time to my colleague,
the gentleman from Sacramento, CA
[Mr. MATSUI].

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my colleague, the gentleman from
California [Mr. Fazio] for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the amendment of the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. POMBO].

As the gentleman from California
[Mr. Fazio] has indicated, this has
strong bipartisan support in northern
California and throughout the State of
California. The Governor's office, Pete
Wilson'’s office, supports this.

This initiative actually began under
President Reagan. President Reagan
and President Bush did long-term envi-
ronmental studies. We are talking
about a 12- to 13-year study that, last
year on July 17, 1992, culminated in de-
claring this area a National Wildlife
Refuge.

The reason for it is because this has
major value in terms of a major wet-
lands area, the only wetlands area left
in northern California.

What we are talking about here is a
mere $1 million only, only for willing
sellers. This is not going to be done
through condemnation.

This is an effort that has been going
on approximately 12 to 15 years. It has
strong bipartisan support. The -city
council of Sacramento, which is com-
prised of Democrats and Republicans,
and the board of supervisors of Sac-
ramento, bipartisan support for this ef-
fort as well. It is a project that the de-
cision was already made.

Second, as the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Fazio] has mentioned, the
manager of the Sacramento Mosquito
District, Allen Hubbard, says:

I am not aware that there has ever been
any opposition in any board meeting on the
Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge.

This was dated June 23, 1993, just a
month ago.

So this project is one in which we
have to move ahead on. We are asking
for §1 million. We originally asked for
$12 million. Now it is $1 million for
only purchases from willing sellers.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the member-
ship strongly votes ‘“no" on this
amendment.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, | am pleased to
have this opportunity to speak in support of
the appropriation for willing seller land acquisi-
tion at the Stone Lake National Wildlife Ref-
uge. This project and the other acquisition
projects supported by H.R. 2520 are vitally im-
portant to California as our State becomes
even more heavily populated and open spaces
and natural areas continue to diminish.

A portion of the Stone Lakes Refuge is lo-
cated in the southern portion of my congres-
sional district. California’'s rapidly increasing
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population places tremendous pressure on
available land and resources, and population
patterns and development have decreased the
amount of lands available to flora and fauna.
Native Central Valley plant communities and
their associated fish, wildlife, and plant spe-
cies are at risk, and we must act now if we
are to preserve the natural diversity which
make California such a beautiful and appeal-
ing State.

Stone Lakes goes a long way toward
achieving the goal of preserving both wildlife
and necessary habitat. Standing alone, Stone
Lakes is a vital part of Sacramento’s plan for
preserving our natural environment in the con-
text of a rapidly expanding metropolitan area.
But Stone Lakes is also a major link in Califor-
nia's chain of wetlands and wildlife refuges
which has been sorely overburdened and
taxed to the brink by urban development pat-
terns, agricultural needs, and water resources
and flood control projects.

Over the past 20 years, the decline of a sig-
nificant portion of our aquatic natural re-
sources in California has contributed to a
steady decrease in waterfowl and other wildlife
populations. The $1 million earmarked for the
acquisition of prime wildlife property from will-
ing sellers will help ensure the viability of this
resource, so important to endangered, threat-
ened, candidate, sensitive, and special con-
cern species, as well as to waterfowl and
shorebirds which make heavy use of the area
in winter and as a migratory staging area.

Local government officials have expressed
strong support for Stone Lakes, which would
greatly increase the valley's carrying capacity
for migratory waterfowl and help restore the
Sacramento Valley to its earlier state in which
incredible numbers of waterfowl and other
fauna and flora made the area spectacularly
alive. Support comes from the mayor of Sac-
ramento, the chairman of the Sacramento
Board of Supervisors, and local State govern-
ment elected officials. It is my hope that the
House will recognize the importance of this
project and will support Stone Lakes so that
species such as the American coot, the Amer-
ican avocet, the Swainson's hawk, the pied-
billed grebe, and the long-billed marsh wren
can live and flourish in California.

My colleague from Tracy, Mr. POMBO, has
put forward several reasons why he is op-
posed to preserving this superb natural re-
source which will be visited by thousands of
Sacramentans and other northern California
residents each year. | strongly disagree with
the position of my colleague, and | would like
to discuss briefly why the issues he raises are
red herrings and should be discarded.

In a letter dated June 15th of this year and
distributed to Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives, my colleague stated that he op-
posed Stone Lakes because the refuge would
create “a perfect wetland habitat for mosqui-
toes * * *" Setting aside the issue of whether
California needs to protect its wetlands re-
sources, as it most assuredly does, my col-
league’s public health concerns are really
without merit. There is no question that we
must be concerned about health risks associ-
ated with mosquitoes and other wildlife. How-
ever, just 2 days ago the local abatement dis-
trict voted to sign the memorandum of under-
standing it has painstakingly developed over
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the past few months with the Department of
Fish and Wildlife, an MOU which details the
abatement plan which will protect against an
overabundance of mosquitoes at Stone Lakes.

My colleague's letter states that the Sac-
ramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control
District opposes Stone Lakes. This simply is
not true. The manager of the district has in-
formed Mr. PomBo that the district is not op-
posed to Stone Lakes Wildlife Refuge. In fact,
Stone Lakes enjoys wide-spread support
throughout Sacramento. Supporters include
elected officials, Government agencies, and
the people of Sacramento.

My colleague’s letter also states that “the
local tax base would be damaged by the loss
of this productive acreage.” My colleague from
Tracy fails to take into account the fact that
Stone Lakes is an extremely important re-
source which will preserve Sacramento’s
unigue and attractive environment. People
from all over the country move to Sacramento
precisely because of our region’'s rich natural
beauty. Sacramento is still a uniquely hos-
pitable large city. The Stone Lakes Refuge will
help preserve Sacramento’s atiractiveness to
my constituents and others, and will help pre-
serve our tax base as well. Ugly cities will
eventually drive people away and will rot the
tax base. Rather than hurting our city's reve-
nues, | am certain that Stone Lakes will actu-
ally enhance our tax base.

A liveable environment creates jobs and
spurs economic growth. Stone Lakes will help
preserve the beauty of California and will help
ensure that the Central Valley remains an eco-
nomically vibrant area in the long run. And the
importance of Stone Lakes cannot be viewed
myopically; what happens at Stone Lakes af-
fects wildlife throughout the Western United
States. If Stone Lakes is not preserved, an-
other key link in the chain of refuges for mi-
gratory and shore birds will be lost, and the fa-
mous Pacific Flyway will be damaged. In order
to preserve the human and natural environ-
ment throughout the west coast, we must take
action and preserve areas like Stone Lakes.
Not only for the future of the flora and fauna
which are dependent on the resource, but also
for our children and their children, so they
might be able to enjoy the natural beauty of
the great Central Valley and the wildlife that
makes northern California such a unique place
to live.

Mr. PomBO is also concerned about the
rights of property owners. | can assure my col-
leagues that Stone Lakes respects the rights
of landowners. Land will be acquired only from
willing sellers, and the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice is precluded from forcing property owners
to sell their land. Additionally, buffer zones are
included in the plans for Stone Lakes in order
to minimize any problems with farmers who
use pesticides and herbicides.

Flood control concerns have also been
raised with respect to Stone Lakes but, as
with the others, this objection is another red
herring. The Department of Fish and Wildlife
has determined that the establishment of
Stone Lakes will not have significant hydro-
logic effects on the Stone Lakes area and
would have minimal conflicts with ongoing
flood protection and levee management in
Sacramento. Flood control is constantly at the
forefront of my thoughts as Sacramento is still

in serious jeopardy of suffering tremendous
damage and loss of life from floods. If | be-
lieved Stone Lakes would increase our flood
risk, | would oppose the project, at least until
Sacramento achieves adequate flood protec-
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Walsh
Weldon

Abercrombie

= Ackerman
tion. But Stone Lakes does not aggravate our Andrews (ME)
flood control problem according to experts, Andrews :NJ )
and so this issue is merely a distraction. il
5 p=pi pplegate
Mr. Chairman, the Stone Lakes Wildlife Ref- Bacchus (FL)
uge is vitally important to the protection of Baesler
California’s wildlife. | urge my colleagues to Barea
join with me in support of the Stone Lakes Na- g, 10w
tional Wildlife Refuge, and | urge you to defeat Barrett (WD)
the gentleman’s amendment. Bateman
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on g:ff:::o ’
the amendment offered by the gen- german
tleman from California [Mr. POMBO]. Bilbray
The question was taken; and on a di- PEboP
vision (demanded by Mr. POMBO) there pgupayi
were—ayes 17, noes 25. Boucher
RECORDED VOTE gl
Mr. POMBO. Mr, Chairman, I demand Browder
a recorded vote. gm"m (gtl
A recorded vote was ordered. o fou’,
The vote was taken by electronic de- Bryant
vice, and there were—ayes 174, noes 246, gs'me
; amp
not voting 19, as follows: i
[Roll No. 334] Cardin
Carr
AYES—1T4 S
Allard Goodlatte Minge Clay
Archer Goodling Molinari Clayton
Bachus (AL) Goss Montg ¥ Cl
Baker (CA) Grams Moorhead Clyburn
Baker (LA) Grandy Myers Collins (IL)
Ballenger Greenwood Nussle Collins (MI)
Barrett (NE) Gunderson Orton Cooper
Bartlett Hall (TX) Oxley Coppersmith
Bentioy g Eaxon Gontello
Penn, Coyne
gflxleur.er Hastert Pemy Cramer
rakis Hefley Pomb Danner
Bliley Herger e Tardsn
Blute Hobson Porter As 1t Care
Boenisry Bike S de Lugo (VI)
Boehner Horn Pryce (OH) DeFazio
Bonilla Houghton Quillen Delanro
Bunning Huffington Quinn Dellums
Burton Hunter Ramstad Derrick
Buyer Hutchinson Regula Deutach
Callahan Hyde Ridge Dicks
Calvert Inglis Roberts Dingell
Canady Inhofe Rogers Dixon
Castle Istook Rohrabacher Dooley
Clinger Jacobs Ros-Lehtinen Durbin
Soble JpuneondGE) . opsel Edwards (CA)
Collins (GA) Johnson, Sam Royce Edwards (TX)
Combest Kanjorski e Engel
Condit Kaptur Sprion English (AZ)
Cox Kasich English (OK)
Crane Kim Schagfer h
Eshoo
Schiff
Crapo King Evans
Cunningham Kingston Sensenbrenner Ewing
Deal Klug Shaw fhas
DeLay Knollenberg Shuster Fazio
Diaz-Balart Kyl Skeen Fields (LA)
Dickey Laughlin Slattery Filner
Doolittle Lazio Smith (MI) Fingerhut
Dornan Leach Smith (NJ) Flake
Drejer Levy Smith (OR) Foglietta
Duncan Lewis (CA) Smith (TX) Ford (MI)
Dunn Lewis (FL) Snowe Ford (TN)
Emerson Lightfoot Solomon Frank (MA)
Everett Linder Spence Frost
Fawell Livingston Stearns Furse
Fields (TX) Machtley Stenholn Gejdenson
Fish Manzullo Gibb
Fowler McCandless Stamp st
Sundquist Gilchrest
Franks (CT) McCollum Glickman
Franks (NJ) McCrery ‘Lalent
Gallegly McHugh Trizin
Gallo Meclnnis Taylor (NC)
Gekas McKeon Thomas (CA) Armey
Geren MeMillan Thomas (WY) Bevill
Gillmor Mica Valentine Bonlor
Gilman Michel Vucanovich Coleman
Gingrich Miller (FL) Walker Conyers
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Wolf
Young (AK)

NOES—246

Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamburg
Hamilton
Harman
Hayes
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoagland
Hoekstra
Holden
Hughes
Hutto
Inslee
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnston
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klein
Klink
Kopetski
Kreidler
LaFalce
Lambert
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lloyd
Long
Lowey
Maloney
Mann
Manton
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McCurdy
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Meyers
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran
Morella
Murphy
Murtha
Nadler
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Norton (DC)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Parker

NOT VOTING—19

Young (FL)
Zeliff

Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pickle
Pomeroy
Poshard
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Ravenel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Roemer
Romero-Barcelo
(PR)
Rose
Rostenkowski
Roukema
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sangmeister
Sawyer
Schenk
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sharp
Shays
Bhepherd
Bisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (IA)
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stupak
Swett
Swift
Synar
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Tucker
Underwood (GU)
Unsoeld
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Wheat
Whitten
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Zimmer
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The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:
Mr. Kolbe for, with Mr. McKinney against.

Mr. SKELTON and Mr. HOEKSTRA
changed their vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Messrs. LIVINGSTON, SMITH of New
Jersey, FISH, and LAZIO changed their
vote from “no'' to ‘‘aye.”

Mr. BLACKWELL changed his vote
from ‘‘present’ to “no."

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, BURTON OF
INDIANA

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BURTON of Indi-
ana: Page 46, line 11, strike *'$16,996,000"" and
insert ‘*$11,996,000".

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment would cut $5 mil-
lion from the Forests for the Future
Program. This bill originally had in-
creased it by 8§10 million. I have
reached an agreement with both the
chairman and the ranking Republican
on this committee to cut this by $5
million. Because of that, I will not
elaborate further on the amendment.

Mr. YATES. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 1 yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the state-
ment of the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON] is correct. We will accept
the amendment.

Mr. REGULA. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I want
to say we accept the amendment, and
also add this is a good amendment. I
would have liked to have seen $10 mil-
lion, I think this is a bad program, but
at least $5 million is progress. For that
reason, we are very enthusiastic about
accepting it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, in a moment we will
have the potential of a motion to rise.
Some of us will be seeking to defeat
the motion to rise in order to get to an
amendment that seeks to set aside
some money for fiscal 1994 for purposes
of providing Midwest flood relief. The
President has made a good faith effort,
and I am supportive of what he is at-
tempting to do, in moving in fiscal 1993
to provide some immediate help to the
people in the Midwest. There is mo
doubt that is needed.
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But the fact is we already know there
is going to be obligations in 1994. We
know that the extent of the damage is
s0 massive that we are going to have
obligations in 1994.

Mr. Chairman, some of us believe
that the way to begin to prepare for
that is by setting aside some money
now that could be used for that kind of
damage protection. So I will be offer-
ing an amendment that would set aside
1 percent of the funds in this bill, and
we would hope to do it in each of the
appropriation bills, that would give us
about a $3 million to $5 billion pool
that could be used to provide the help
that will be necessary in the Midwest
in fiscal 1994. It seems to me it is ap-
propriate that we do something, where
we know we have got an obligation
ahead of us, that will assure that we do
it in a fiscally responsible way. This is
a way we can do it.

Mr. GRANDY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GRANDY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to rise in sup-
port of the gentleman being allowed to
offer this amendment and defeating the
motion to rise, for the following rea-
sons: In about 15 minutes Members
from the Midwest will be meeting with
the President to talk about the disas-
ter package. My conservative estimate
at this point is it will be closer to $5
billion than the $2.5 billion the Presi-
dent has predicted. That is because the
damage is not yet complete.

Yet we will, during these discussions,
be talking about the need to provide
better benefits through crop insurance,
the need to provide better coverage
through flood insurance, and it seems
to me appropriate that this Congress
begins to start buying insurance
against the disasters that we have seen
every year since this gentleman has
been a Member. Although we cannot
predict a disaster, we can certainly
presume one will occur.

It is clearly worth a percentage of
our appropriation bills annually to be
set aside in a disaster contingency fund
to prepare for these eventualities. If
they are not spent, so much the better,
Then the deficit is reduced accord-
ingly, or we roll them into the next
year. But emergency funding mecha-
nisms, although convenient, add to the
deficit.

Mr. Chairman, this is an important
issue, and I hope it will allow us to
change some of the precedents that we
use in this body to fund disaster pro-
grams. There are usually disasters. We
do not know where the money comes
from. But I think this is an oppor-
tunity to discuss this fully, and I hope
that when the motion comes to rise, it
will be defeated simply to put this
issue on the table. It is something I in-
tend to bring up with the President at
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these meetings, and I hope that what-
ever happens today will be a signal to
the administration that we want to
find appropriate ways to buy insurance
to prepare for these eventualities. We
ask our constituents to buy crop insur-
ance, to buy flood insurance.
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We should be asking ourselves to buy
disaster insurance.

I thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I
would point out that at the time of the
1990 Budget Agreement, it was pre-
sumed there would be these emer-
gencies, and the cap was set lower so
there would be room for emergencies.
S0 it is already taken care of in the
1990 Budget Agreement.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s statement.
The problem is, however, that the defi-
cit has continued to mount. And one
way that we can begin to prepare to
bring down some of the deficit numbers
would be to set aside some money that
we know is going to be spent.

I do not think the gentleman would
disagree with me, knowing in his State
that we are probably going to incur at
least $3 billion and probably as much
as $5 billion of obligation in the next
year.

This is simply an attempt to begin to
deal with that situation now in a re-
sponsible way.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I also
support his effort to do this. If a family
found themselves in a situation like
this, they would have to trim back on
their own budget for their own emer-
gency that they found. We need to do
the same thing.

That is not to diminish the necessity
for the emergency funds or the need for
the disaster at all. But I join many
flooded State Members that say, look,
we have to start paying for these obli-
gations.

I am also joining a group of Members
that will today send a letter to the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations to ask to work together in
order to find those offsets.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman realizes that we have this
bill plus, as I understand, three more,
is all that is remaining.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER] has expired.
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(By unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes,)

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, in
order to try to recoup, at 1 percent, un-
less we take most of it out of defense,
I do not see that we are going to arrive
at the gentleman’s figure. One percent
out of this bill right now is only about
$100 million.

Mr., WALKER. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, it is my intention,
and I have already begun the process of
talking to the Senate about if this
House indicates that this is a direction
they would like to go, we think we can
find sponsors in the Senate to take the
same Kind of effort there so that it
would be a conferencable item on each
of the appropriations bills, as they
come through. But we can start the
process here by showing the Senate
that this is what our intention is.

We will have a couple of other appro-
priations bills and the total of that
would get us to the $3 billion to $5 bil-
lion.

I am aware of that. The problem is,
of course, we did not have the emer-
gency before the other appropriations
bills went through. But I do believe
that we can handle that situation and
that the Senate may respond very posi-
tively. I have had very positive indica-
tions from Members that I have spoken
to already today.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing to me.

In response to the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. GRANDY], if the provisions of
the Agriculture appropriations bill pre-
vail in the Senate, then these farmers
will not be able to get crop insurance
next year because they had a loss this
year. So they will not be eligible for
crop insurance. I quite agree, that
would be the right way to go.

Mr. GRANDY. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I
would just say that crop insurance is
not a program that I think any of us
have any confidence in. It cries out for
reform.

One of the great problems that we
will confront in this disaster bill is
there will be no coverage for farmers
who were prevented from planting.

My point is, in creating this disaster
emergency fund that regardless wheth-
er it is crop damage or inner-city dam-
age or damage to public works
projects, we should start budgeting an-
nually for these kinds of disasters, be-
cause we see them every year. I think
that ought to be a normal appropria-
tions process. That is why I think the
gentleman's amendment should be
made in order.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlemen.
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I would also point out that if, as the
gentleman from Indiana makes the
case, the fact is that it makes it even
more of a case that we are going to
need some of this money next year, and
the question is whether or not we are
going to prepare for that contingency
now.

All I am seeking to do is offer an
amendment. All I am doing is seeking
to offer an amendment that will allow
us to do it.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I would
point out to the gentleman that the
normal process for dealing with these
disasters is, of course, a supplemental
appropriations bill. I am sure the
President intends to ask for that.

Second, I would point out to the gen-
tleman that this bill, after the actions
of the House today and after the ac-
tions of our committee, has been cut
$932,219,000 below the President's budg-
et already. If we were to take an addi-
tional 1 percent out of this bill, it
would go over 31 billion that we will
have taken away from these agencies.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman. The point is that we
are going to have to do it on some of
the other bills, too. It is not just di-
rected at his bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER] has again expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WALK-
ER was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. WALKER. Just let me respond to
what the chairman said. I am aware,
the President has sent up his proposal
for the supplemental. The President’'s
supplemental only calls for spending
for 1993. And in his letter, Leon Pa-
netta makes it clear that this is nec-
essarily preliminary, and they are
going to be seeking more in the future.

All I am suggesting is that if there is
going to be more needed for the future,
maybe we ought to get away from this
idea of adding on to the deficit and
maybe we ought to begin to prepare
now.

We can, in fact, prepare now by be-
ginning a process of setting aside some
money. That is all I would seek to do.

The gentleman from Illinois wanted
to cooperate with me offering this
amendment. It was the gentleman from
Kentucky who said we could not offer
this amendment. I regret that, because
it seems to me that the way to go here
would be to have this amendment on
the floor and see whether the House
chooses to go the route of deficit add
on each time we have an emergency or
setting aside some money for emer-
gency.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.
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Mr. REGULA, Mr. Chairman, I do not
want to quarrel with what the gen-
tleman is trying to do. My concern is,
all but four bills are already in the
Senate.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I just
explained that. In fact, I believe that
the Senate will respond. If this House
shows a determination to move in this
direction, I believe there are Members
in the Senate who will respond and we
will have on the other bills a
conferencable item that hopefully the
committee would take up.

So we are going to have to have some
cooperation from the Senate. Obvi-
ously, if the Senate does not cooperate,
this is something that we could drop at
that point. But for right now, it would
be an important way of saying to the
Senate, here is a way of moving ahead.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
have noted in the past 24 hours in the
House that funding could have been
made for the Midwest bill out of the
flooding situation as follows: Yester-
day, we voted on the possibility of cut-
ting $174 million from the National En-
dowment for the Arts. We spent $3 mil-
lion on the Presidio. The Interior bill
contains $450,000 for a bike path in
Northern Virginia.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of
gentleman from Pennsylvania
WALKER] has expired.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK-
ER].

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Missouri just said 1 percent is only $100
million. That is $277 million.

We checked with the relief agency
yesterday. That $277 million that we
could save today will do as follows: It
will buy 14 million meals. It will house
400,000 people for a period of time for
several months until the waters go
down. It will also provide for at least
400 emergency food centers to be
opened up along the Mississippi River.
In the past 24 hours, we could have
taken care of a good portion of the
flood relief. Instead, we are spending it
on items that have nothing to do with
the function of the Federal Govern-
ment.

Mr. WALKER. Mr, Chairman, the
point being here, though, what we are
attempting to do with this money is
simply to have this 1 percent that
would be set aside for preparation for
next year. I realize that is not going to
get to the immediate emergency. The
President is responding to the imme-
diate emergency. I congratulate him
for that.

the
[Mr.
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This House has some degree of re-
sponsibility, it seems to me, to think
ahead and look out for the future. That
is all we are attempting to do with this
particular amendment,

Mr. YATES. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, the reason I am re-
claiming my time is to tell the gen-
tleman that obviously his course of ac-
tion depends upon whether the motion
to rise is defeated. I propose now to go
toward that motion to rise so that the
House can exercise its will on that mo-
tion to rise.

I do not want to cut anybody off, but
I would think we have debated this bill
enough, really.

Mr. HANCOCK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. HANCOCK. I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I represent Missouri's
Seventh Congressional District. While
we have been spared the worst of the
flood damage in the present crisis,
seven of the counties in my district
have been designated for disaster re-
lief.

As much as I want to make sure that
the people of my district are taken
care of, I do not see why such disaster
relief must always add to the Federal
deficit.

Like a family or business, the Fed-
eral Government should have a contin-
gency fund for such disasters; a rainy
day fund, if you will.

We have created FEMA and the SBA
disaster loan program. We should budg-
et the necessary funds, in advance. By
creating a revolving disaster loan fund
now, we can avoid the need for emer-
gency, budget-busting appropriations
down the road, which often serve as an
excuse to avoid deficit targets.

We know disasters will come. In fact,
history tells us we will have at least
one major disaster a year. In 1990, we
had the California earthquake. In 1991,
we had Hurricane Hugo. In 1992, Hurri-
cane Andrew. And now, the floods of
1993.

It is just common sense that we pre-
pare for these things in advance. That
is why I support setting aside 1 percent
of the Federal budget for such natural
disasters. Such a plan will enable the
Federal Government to respond more
quickly and will avoid the higher defi-
cits of unplanned appropriations.

Financial advisors try to educate in-
dividuals to set aside a portion of their
income for emergencies. Why cannot
the U.S. Congress follow this common-
sense advice?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr, Chairman,
let me point out that we had a revolv-
ing fund with several billion in it to
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take care of disasters. The Credit Re-
form Act abolished the fund and put
the money into the general treasury.
We just went through this a year ago.
If the Members wanted to do this, they
should not have voted for the Credit
Reform Act. That is exactly what it
did, was to abolish the fund that we
had to take care of disasters.

We cannot go both ways. We already
had it, and I was not for it. I did not
vote for it. I think we ought to have a
revolving fund, but the Members ought
not to vote for abolishing a revolving
fund and then complain about it after-
ward.

Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of HR. 2520 and commend the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee for the
excellent work that he and the other members
of the subcommittee have done in crafting the
bill that is before us today. Trying to balance
competing demands for limited funds is an
unenviable task in any year but is particularly
difficult as the Congress works to meet the ad-
ministration's deficit reduction challenge.

Mr. Chairman, | recognize the severe budg-
etary constraints and reduction in acquisition
funds confronting the subcommittee in drafting
the fiscal year 1994 interior appropriations bill.
However, | would like to highlight an important
land acquisition project in the Chattahoochee
River National Recreation Area [NRA] in Geor-
gia that the subcommittee was not able to in-
clude in this year's bill.

The Hammett Tract, located in the Holcomb
Bridge unit of the Chattahoochee River NRA,
is a strategically important parcel of land that
would, if acquired, provide the only legal pub-
lic access to 175 acres of Federal park land
in the Holcomb Bridge unit of the Chattahoo-
chee River NRA. As this property is under in-
tense development pressure, it is my hope
and expectation that the National Park Service
will give serious consideration to using existing
funds to acquire the Hammett Tract is fiscal
year 1994.

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the consideration
that Chairman Yates has always shown the
Chattahoochee River NRA. Since its establish-
ment in 1978 and urge the Members of this
body to support the Interior Subcommittee's

bill.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, | would note my
opposition to the language in the House Inte-
rior Appropriations Committee report on H.R.
2520 that directs the Forest Service to create
a separate independent law enforcement orga-
nization within the Forest Service. If the Forest
Service were to implement this direction it
could forever change, in a negative way, how
the Forest Service interacts with the public.
For years, | have consistently warned and op-
posed turning America's natural resource
agencies into police agencies. It is important
that our forest and park rangers remain re-
source stewards primarily and not a special-
ized police force.

This report language completely overturns
the Forest Service's line officer organizational
structure. Law enforcement employees would
no longer report to forest supervisors or even
regional foresters. If line officers lose their au-
thority over law enforcement, they lose some
of their abilty to be effective land and re-
source managers.
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| am aware of the assertions that the Forest
Service has not rigorously pursued certain tim-
ber theft cases aggressively enough. Each in-
stance of such event should be dealt with
thoroughly and aggressively, rather than using
such problem or shortfall as an excuse to cre-
ate a new organizational structure. If there are
certain forest supervisors who are not fulfilling
their law enforcement responsibilities, this situ-
ation can and should be corrected on a case-
by-case basis without a major reorganization
of the Forest Service which takes away need-
ed authority from the majority of forest super-
visors who are doing a good job.

The Forest Service already is moving for-
ward with needed reforms in its law enforce-
ment program. The Forest Service has cre-
ated a director of law enforcement in its
Washington Headquarters, has directed the
regional foresters to do an assessment of their
law enforcement organizations and has estab-
lished a timber theft task force, a new internal
investigations unit, a new whistle blowing hot
line and a new national system to track all law
enforcement cases. We should permit such
actions to crystallize before taking policy ac-
tion to set up a new organization.

| agree with the Appropriations Committee
on the need to hold the Forest Service ac-
countable for its law enforcement actions but
| do not endorse the committee's attempt to
set up a specialized police force. The commit-
tee report language does not have the force of
law and has not been endorsed by any of the
authorizing committees that have jurisdiction
over the Forest Service. The Forest Service
should not establish the new law enforcement
or%‘anization described in this language.

r. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of striking the language included in H.R.
2520 to increase the Federal grazing fee by
implementing a new formula and to abolish
grazing advisory boards. This is only my sec-
ond term in Congress and this is the third time
that | have seen the Appropriations Committee
attempt to address the sensitive issue of graz-
ing fees in the Interior appropriations bill.

| think that most Members would agree that
a reevaluation of the Federal grazing fee for-
mula is in order. As cochair of the Congres-
sional Beef Caucus | have been working with
my friend, the gentlemen from Oregon, Bos
SMITH, to try to develop a proposal that bal-
ances the need to protect rangeland re-
sources, the taxpayer, and the livelihoods of
thousands of family ranchers. This is a difficult
task, but | believe that a solution can be
found. However, | strongly oppose efforts to
make a change as part of the appropriations
process.

The Secretary of Interior recently completed
a series of hearings in the West as part of his
effort to develop a fair adjustment in the Fed-
eral grazing fee formula. The Secretary has
not yet announced his proposal, but has indi-
cated that the grazing fee formula will be
changed and the fees will increase. We should
give the administration the chance to make a
proposal before we make an arbitrary increase
in the fee.

In addition, a number of bills are pending in
the House to address the grazing fee issue.
These bills and the administration proposal
should be considered by the proper authoriz-
ing committees.
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Mr. Chairman, with increasing regularity the
House of Representatives is confronted with
issues in which the economy and the environ-
ment must be balanced. The choices are not
easy. | do not believe that we should take a
shortcut or a stab in the dark in addressing
these issues. The process may be long and
painful, but the grazing fee issue, like other re-
source issues, must be examined carefully
and we must make a decision based on the
best information available.

| urge my colleagues to support the removal
of section 314 of H.R. 2520.

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Chairman, | want to take a
few minutes to discuss the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice's below-cost timber sale program and its
importance for my State. The bill before us ex-
presses the sense of Congress that the Forest
Service issue rules for the phasing out of the
below-cost program as soon as possible. If
this program was eliminated, the losses would
devastate dozens of New Hampshire towns,
the environment in the White Mountain Na-
tional Forest, and two of the State's top four
industries.

The White Mountain National Forest takes
up nearly the whole north-central part of the
State of New Hampshire. Bordering the forest
are many small towns with a large amount of
their property tax base eaten up by the Fed-
eral land.

The Federal Government reimburses these
towns for the use of their land to the tune of
$466,000 statewide. While this may not seem
like a lot to many here in Washington, it is a
significant amount to a small town of 1,000
people in rural New Hampshire.

The White Mountain National Forest also
maintains one of the most comprehensive for-
est management programs in the country. The
program is designed to meet the needs of the
many different uses of the forest.

These needs include wildlife protection and
habitat protection, trail maintenance and up-
keep, and proper timber contract enforcement
to guard against unauthorized cutting.

he below-cost program also contributes to
the State's overall economy. New Hampshire's
top industry is tourism, and No. 3 is timber
harvesting. The proper management of the
forest is a necessary part of maintaining the
integrity of those two industries and the jobs
thgry provide.

he State government has estimated that
should the below-cost program be eliminated,
the timber industry alone could lose 11 per-
cent of its current business.

If the Forest Service is unable to continue
proper management of the forest, including
maintaining summer and winter trails, moun-
tain huts, camping grounds, and bridge repair,
the tourism industry will suffer as well. The for-
est and all its natural beauty is one of the top
tourist destinations in New Hampshire.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, allow me to run
through some numbers to further make my
point. In New Hampshire alone, the below-cost
timber sale program creates 438 jobs, and
that number is over 22,000 nationally. The
economic activity generated in the State ex-
ceeds $20 million, and the resulting Federal
tax revenues are $123 million nationwide.

Mr. Chairman, simply eliminating the below-
cost program without looking at the economic
and environmental benefits it provides is sim-
ply shortsighted.

There are nearly 65 national forests at risk
if the program is eliminated. This may save
the Government some money and make the
bottom line look better, but the lost revenues,
jobs, and environmental benefits will come
back to haunt us all if this program is elimi-
nated.

| urge my colleagues to join me in opposing
the elimination of this vital program.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read
the last two lines of the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

This Act may be cited as the "“Department
of the Interior and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1994".

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the committee do now rise and re-
port the bill back to the House with
sundry amendments, with the rec-
ommendation that the amendments be
agreed to, and that the bill, as amend-
ed, do pass.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion to rise and report the bill
back to the House offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES].

The question was taken; and the
chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, on that
I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 243, noes 177,
not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 335]
AYES—243

Abercrombie de la Garza Hilliard
Ackerman de Lugo (VI) Hinchey
Andrews (ME) Deal Hoagland
Andrews (TX) DeFazio Hochbrueckner
Applegate DeLauro Holden
Bacchus (FL) Dellums Hoyer
Baesler Derrick Hughes
Barca Deutsch Inslee
Barcia Dicks Jacobs
Barlow Dingell Jefferson
Barrett (WI) Dixon Johnson (GA)
Becerra Dooley Johnson (SD)
Beilenson Durbin Johnson, E. B.
Berman Edwards (CA) Johnston
Bilbray Edwards (TX) Kanjorski
Bishop Engel Kaptur
Blackwell English (AZ) Kennedy
Bonior English (OK) Kennelly
Borski Eshoo Kildee
Boucher Evans Klein
Brewster Farr Klink
Brooks Fazio Kopetski
Browder Fields (LA) Kreidler
Brown (CA) Filner LaFalce
Brown (FL) Fingerhut Lambert
Brown (OH) Flake Lancaster
Bryant Foglietta Lantos
Byrne Ford (MI) LaRocco
Cantwell Ford (TN} Laughlin
Cardin Frank (MA) Levin
Carr Frost Lewis (GA)
Chapman Furse Lipinski
Clay Gejdenson Lloyd
Clayton Gephardt Long
Clement Geren Lowey
Clyburn Gibbons Maloney
Collins (IL) Glickman Mann
Colling (MI) Gonzalez Manton
Condit Gordon Margolies-
Cooper Green Mezvinsky
Coppersmith Gutierrez Markey
Costello Hall (OH) Martinez
Coyne Hamburg Matsui
Cramer Harman Mazzoli
Danner Hayes McCloskey
Darden Hefner McCurdy

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

McDermott
McHale
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge

Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Murphy
Murtha
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Norton (DC)
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz

Orton
Owens
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus (AL)
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bentley
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley

Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bunning
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Clinger
Coble
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cox

Crane

Crapo
Cunningham
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Emerson
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Fish

Fowler
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Gallegly
Gallo

Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
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Pickett
Pickle
Pomeroy
Poshard
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Romero-Barcelo
(PR)

Rose
Rostenkowski
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Bangmeister
Sawyer
Schenk
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sharp
Shepherd
Sisisky
Skaggs
Bkelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (IA)
Spratt
Stark

NOES—177

Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Grams
Grandy
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hefley
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke

Horn
Houghton
Huffington
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hutto
Hyde
Inglis
Inhofe
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Kasich
Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klug
Knollenberg
Kyl

Lazio
Leach
Levy
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
Machtley
Manzullo
McCandless
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
MeKeon
McMillan
Meyers

Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stupak
Sundquist
Swett
Swift
Synar
Tanner
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torricelli
Traficant
Tucker
Underwood (GU)
Unsoeld
Valentine
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Waters
Watt
Wheat
Whitten
Willlams
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

Mica

Michel
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moorhead
Morella
Myers
Nussle
Oxley
Paxon

Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quillen
Quinn
Ravenel
Regula
Ridge
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Santorum
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Sensenbrenner
Shaw

Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Snowe
Solomon
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (WY)
Torkildsen
Upton
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh



July 15, 1993

Weldon Young (AK) Zeltff
Wolf Young (FL) Zimmer
NOT VOTING—19

Andrews (NJ) Hastings Ramstad
Bevill Henry Sarpalius
Coleman Kolbe Torres
Conyers Lehman Towns
Faleomavaega McKinney Washington

(AS) Nadler Waxman
Gingrich Packard

0O 1651

Mr. TEJEDA and Mr. ORTIZ changed
their vote from “‘no” to “‘aye.”

So the motion to rise and report was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. MCNUL-
TY) having assumed the chair, Mr.
GLICKMAN, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 2520) making appropriations for
the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1994, and for other
purposes, had directed him to report
the bill back to the House with sundry
amendments, with the recommenda-
tion that the amendments be agreed to,
and that the bill, as amended, do pass.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sep-
arate vote demanded on any amend-
ment?

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I would
respectfully request separate votes on
the so-called Sharp-Klug-Swett-Upton
amendment, the so-called Walker-
Penny-Brown amendment, and the so-
called Stearns amendment that suc-
cessfully passed the House.

TRIBUTE TO FALLEN HERCES

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HOYER
was given permission to speak out of
order for 1 minute.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
take this opportunity to inform the
House of a terrible tragedy that oc-
curred yesterday. The U.S. Customs
Service lost four people when the heli-
copter in which they were flying
crashed in a rural area in Georgia.

There were four persons onboard,
three Customs crewmen and a special
agent from the Georgia Bureau of In-
vestigations. They were identified as
Customs pilot, Rick Talfous, age 40, of
Ponte Vedra Beach, FL; Alan Klumpp,
age 32, of Jacksonville, FL; criminal
investigator, David DeLoach, age 31, of
Jacksonville, FL; and Georgia Bureau
of Investigations special agent, Les
DeLoach, age 29, of Claxton, GA.

Mr. Speaker, as we all know, freedom
and its defense, at times demands a
heavy sacrifice. There is no doubt in
my mind that these men died in the
service of their fellow citizens, trying
to make our society better, safer, and
freer than today.

These agents, along with their broth-
er and sister agents in law enforce-
ment, risked their lives day in and day
out in the performance of their duties.
They were on an investigation when
the accident occurred—and they paid
the supreme price in the service of
their country.

I know that all of the Members of
this House join me in extending our
sadness at this great loss to the fami-
lies of these brave men and our prayers
that the Lord will give them strength
during this trying time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. On be-
half of the Speaker, the Chair would
ask the Members to observe a moment
of silence in memory of these outstand-
ing servants. The Members will please
rise.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I
could not hear the gentleman from
New York when he made his request. I
would request a separate vote on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER] that dealt with pages 60 and
61 of the bill. I am not sure if the gen-
tleman requested a vote on that.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That
vote has already been demanded. Is a
separate vote demanded on any other
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the first amendment
on which a separate vote has been de-
manded.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment: Page 60, line 3,
**$438,163,000"" and insert '*$433,163,000"".

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the amendment.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair announces that votes on subse-
quent amendments, if ordered, will be
reduced to a minimum of 5 minutes ac-
cording to rule XV. This is a 15-minute
vote which may be followed by two
more 5-minute votes and a vote on
final passage. Members are requested
to remain in the Chamber.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 380, noes 37,
not voting 17, as follows:

strike

The

[Roll No. 336]
AYES—380

Abercrombie Bacchus (FL) Barrett (WI)
Ackerman Bachus (AL) Bartlett
Allard Baesler Barton
Andrews (ME) Baker (LA) Bateman
Andrews (NJ) Ballenger Becerra
Andrews (TX) Barca Beilenson
Applegate Barcia Bentley
Archer Barlow Bereuter
Armey Barrett (NE) Berman
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Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blackwell
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burton
Byrne
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cantwell
Cardin
Castle

Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Cooper
Coppersmith
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cunningham
Danner
Darden

de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Derrick
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Emerson
Engel
English (AZ)
English (OK)
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing

Farr

Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner
Fingerhut
Fish

Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frost

Furse
Gallegly
Gallo
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Glbbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrich
Glickman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Grams
Grandy
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamburg
Hamilton
Hancock
Harman
Hastert
Hefner
Herger
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoagland
Hobson
Hochbrueckner
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Huffington
Hughes
Hutchinson
Hutto
Hyde
Inglis
Inhofe
Inslee
Istook
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klein
Klink
Klug
Enollenberg
Kopetski
Kreidler
Kyl
LaFalce
Lambert
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Levy
Lewis (FL)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Lloyd
Long
Lowey
Machtley
Maloney
Mann
Manton
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Manzullo
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
Mazzoli
McCandless
McCloskey
McCollum
McCurdy
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
McMillan
MeNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murphy
Murtha
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickle
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Ravenel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Rostenkowskl
Roth
Roukema
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sangmeister
Santorum
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer
Schenk
Schiffl
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Schroeder Spratt Unsoeld
Schumer Stark Upton
Scott Stenholm Valentine
Sensenbrenner Stokes Velazquez
Serrano Strickland Vento
Sharp Studds Visclosky
Shaw Stupak Volkmer
Shays Swett Walker
Shepherd Swift Walsh
Shuster Synar Waters
Sisisky Talent Watt
Skaggs Tanner Weldon
Skeen Tauzin Wheat
Skelton Taylor (MS) Wilson
Slattery Taylor (NC) Wise
Slaughter Tejeda Wolf
Smith (MI) Thomas (CA) Woolsey
Smith (N.J) Thompson Wyden
Smith (TX) Thornton Wynn
Snowe Thurman Young (FL)
Solomon Torkildsen Zeliff
Spence Tucker Zimmer
NOES—37
Baker (CA) Lightfoot Stearns
Brooks McCrery Stump
Carr McDade Sundquist
Chapman Michel Thomas (WY)
Gilman Mollohan Torricelli
Gonzalez Myers Traficant
Hall (TX} Orton Vucanovich
Hansen Pickett Whitten
Hayes Quillen Willlams
Hefley Regula Yates
Hunter Ridge Young (AK)
Johnson (CT) Smith (IA)
Lewis (CA) Smith (OR)
NOT VOTING—117
Bevill Henry Sarpalius
Buyer Kolbe Torres
Clinger Lehman Towns
Coleman McKinney Washington
Conyers Nadler Waxman
Hastings Packard
O 1714
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Nadler for, with Mr. Kolbe against.

Mr. Waxman for, with Mr. Packard
against.

Mr. DERRICK changed his vote from
“no” to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCNULTY). The Clerk will report the
next amendment on which a separate
vote has been demanded.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment: Page 61, line 23,
**$19,366,000"" and insert **$18,091,000".

Page 66, after line 22, insert the following:

REVISION OF AMOUNTS FOR DEPARTMENT OF

ENERGY

The amounts otherwise provided by this
title for the Department of Energy are re-
vised by reducing the amount made available
under the heading ‘‘Fossil Energy Research
and Development' by, and also transferring
from the remaining amount made available
under such heading to the appropriation for
“Energy Conservation” an additional,
$24,873,000.

Mr. WALKER (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection,

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the amendment.

strike

The

The question was taken;
Speaker pro tempore announced that
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the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I de-

mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote, and it may be followed
by another five-minute vote and a vote
Members are re-

on final passage.

quested to remain in the Chamber.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 278, noes 137,

not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 33T]
AYES—278

Abercrombie Eshoo
Ackerman Everett
Allard Fields (TX)
Andrews (ME) Fingerhut
Andrews (NJ) Fish
Andrews (TX) Flake
Archer Ford (TN)
Armey Fowler
Bacchus (FL) Frank (MA)
Bachus (AL) Franks (CT)
Baesler Franks (NJ)
Baker (CA) Frost
Baker (LA) Furse
Ballenger Gallegly
Barca Gallo
Barcia Gejdenson
Barrett (NE) Gekas
Barrett (WI) Geren
Barton Gilchrest
Becerra Gingrich
Beilenson Glickman
Bereuter Goodling
Berman Gordon
Bilbray Goss
Bilirakis Grams
Blute Grandy
Boehlert Green
Bonilla Greenwood
Brewster Gunderson
Browder Hall (TX)
Brown (CA) Hamburg
Brown (FL) Hancock
Bryant Harman
Bunning Hayes
Burton Hefley
Buyer Hefner
Byrne Herger
Calvert Hinchey
Camp Hoagland
Canady Hochbrueckner
Cantwell Hoekstra
Cardin Hoke
Castle Horn
Clayton Houghton
Clinger Huffington
Coble Hughes
Collins (GA) Hutchinson
Combest Hutto
Condit Inglis
Coppersmith Inhofe
Cox Inslee
Cramer Istook
Crane Jacobs
Crapo Johnson (CT)
Cunningh Joh (GA)
Darden Johnson (8D)
de la Garza Johnson, E.B.
Deal Johnson, Sam
DeFazio Johnston
DeLauro Kennedy
DeLay Kennelly
Deutsch Kildee
Diaz-Balart Kim
Dickey King
Dicks Kingston
Dooley Klein
Doolittle Klug
Dornan Knollenberg
Drefer Kreidler
Duncan Kyl
Dunn LaFalce
Edwards (TX) Lambert
English (OK) Lancaster

Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin

Levy

Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Livingston
Lloyd
Machtley
Maloney
Mann
Manzullo
Markey
McCandless
McCollum
McCrery
McCurdy
McDermott
McHugh
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Meyers
Mlume
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Nussle
Olver

Ortiz

Orton
Pallone
Parker
Paxon
Pelosi
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickle
Pombo
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Ramstad
Ravenel
Reed
Richardson
Roberts
Roemer
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Roth
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sanders

and the
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Saxton Spence Unsoeld
Schaefer Spratt Upton
Schiff Stark Valentine
Schroeder Stearns Velazquez
Schumer Stenholm Vento
Sensenbrenner Studds Volkmer
Sharp Stump Vucanovich
Shaw Stupak Walker
Shays Swett Walsh
Shepherd Synar Waters
Shuster Talent Watt
Skagys Tanner Weldon
Skelton Tauzin Wolf
Slattery Taylor (MS) Woolsey
Smith (MI) Tejeda Wyden
Smith (NJ) Thomas (CA) Wynn
Smith (OR) Thornton Young (FL)
Smith (TX) Thurman Zeliff
Snowe Torkildsen Zimmer
Solomon Tucker
NOES—137
Applegate Gonzalez Oxley
Barlow Goodlatte Pastor
Bartlett Gutierrez Payne (NJ)
Bateman Hall (OH) Payne (VA)
Bentley Hamilton Pickett
Bishop Hansen Porter
Blackwell Hastert Poshard
Bliley Hilliard Pryce (OH)
Boeh Hob Quillen
Bonior Holden Rahall
Borski Hoyer Rangel
Boucher Hyde Regula
Brooks Jefferson Reynolds
Brown (OH) Kanjorski Ridge
Callahan Kaptur Rogers
Chapman Kasich Rostenkowski
Clay Kleczka Roukema
Clement Klink Sabo
Clyburn Kopetski Sangmelster
Collins (IL) Lightfoot Santorum
Collins (MI) Lipinski Sawyer
Cooper Long Schenk
Costello Lowey Scott
Coyne Manton Serrano
Danner Margolies- Sisisky
Dellums Mezvinsky Skeen
Derrick Martinez Slaughter
Dingell Matsui Smith (IA)
Dixon Mazzoli Stokes
Durbin McCloskey Strickland
Edwards (CA) McDade Sundquist
Emerson MecHale Swift
Engel McMillan Taylor (NC)
English (AZ) Meek Thomas (WY)
Evans Mica ‘Thompson
Ewing Michel Torricelll
Farr Mineta Traficant
Fawell Moakley Visclosky
Fazio Mollohan Washington
Fields (LA) Murphy Wheat
Filner Murtha Whitten
Foglietta Myers Williams
Ford (MI) Natcher Wilson
Gibbons Oberstar Wise
Gillmor Obey Yates
Gilman Owens Young (AK)
NOT VOTING—19
Bevill Hunter Pomeroy
Carr Kolbe Sarpalius
Coleman Lehman Torres
Conyers MelInnis Towns
Gephardt McKinney Waxman
Hastings Nadler
Henry Packard
01724

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). The Clerk will report the
final amendment on which a separate
vote has been demanded.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment: Page 78, line 14,
*'$144,451,000" and insert *'$137,228,450"".

Page 78, line 22, strike *'$30,142,000"" and in-
sert *'$28,634,900"".

strike




‘July 15, 1993

Mr. SOLOMON (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This
will be a 5-minute vote which will be
followed by a vote on final passage.
Members are requested to remain in
the Chamber.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 244, noes 174,
not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 338]

AYES—244
Allard Edwards (TX) Klug
Andrews (TX) Emerson Knollenberg
Applegate English (0K) Eyl
Archer Everett Lambert
Armey Ewing Laughlin
Bacchus (FL) Fawell Lazio
Bachus (AL) Fields (TX) Levy
Baker (CA) Fingerhut Lewis (FL)
Baker (LA) Fish Lightfoot
Ballenger Fowler Linder
Barcia Franks (CT) Lipinski
Barlow Franks (NJ) Livingston
Barrett (NE) Frost Lloyd
Bartlett Gallegly Long
Barton Gallo Machtley
Bateman Gekas Manzullo
Bentley Geren Margolies-
Bereuter Gibbons Mezvinsky
Bilirakis Gilchrest Martinez
Bliley Gillmor McCandless
Blute Gingrich McCloskey
Boehlert Goodlatte MecCollum
Boehner Goodling MeCrery
Bonilla Gordon McCurdy
Brewster Goss McDade
Browder Grams McHale
Brown (OH) Grandy MecHugh
Bunning Greenwood McInnis
Burton Gunderson McKeon
Buyer Hall (TX) McMillan
Callahan Hamilton MeNulty
Calvert Hancock Meyers
Camp Hansen Mica
Canady Hastert Michel
Cantwell Hayes Miller (FL)
Chapman Hefley Minge
Coble Herger Molinari
Collins (GA) Hoagland Montgomery
Combest Hobson Moorhead
Condit Hoekstra Murphy
Cooper Hoke Myers
Costello Holden Neal (NC)
Cox Huffington Nussle
Cramer Hutchinson Ortiz
Crane Hutto Orton
Crapo Hyde Oxley
Cunningham Inglis Parker
de la Garza Inhofe Paxon
Deal Inslee Payne (VA)
DeFazio Istook Penny
DeLay Jacobs Peterson (MN)
Derrick Johnson (CT) Petri
Diaz-Balart Johnson (GA) Pickett
Dickey Johnson, Sam Pombo
Dooley Kanjorski Porter
Doolittle Kaptur Portman
Dornan Kasich Poshard
Dreier Kim Pryce (OH)
Duncan King Quillen
Dunn Kingston Quinn

Rahall
Ramstad
Ravenel
Regula
Ridge
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Rowland
Royce
Santorum
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Sensenbrenner
Shaw

Shays

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews (ME)
Andrews (NJ)
Baesler

Barca
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Berman
Bilbray
Bishop
Blackwell
Bonlor
Borski
Boucher
Brooks
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Byrne
Cardin
Carr
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Coppersmith
Coyne
Danner
Darden
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Engel
English (AZ)
hoo
Evans
Farr
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gejdenson

Bevill
Coleman
Conyers
Gephardt
Hastings
Henry

The Clerk announced the following

pair:
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Shuster Thomas (CA)
Sisisky Thomas (WY)
Skelton Thornton
Slattery Thurman
Smith (MI) Torkildsen
Smith (NJ) Traficant
Smith (OR) Upton
Smith (TX) Valentine
Snowe Visclosky
Solomon Volkmer
Spence Vucanovich
Spratt Walker
Stearns Walsh
Stenholm Weldon
Stump Wise
Sundquist Wolf
Swett Wynn
Talent Young (AK)
Tanner Young (FL)
Tauzin Zeliff
Taylor (MS) Zimmer
Taylor (NC)
NOES—174
Gilman Oberstar
Glickman Obey
Gonzalez Olver
Green Owens
Gutierrez Pallone
Hall (OH) Pastor
Hamburg Payne (NJ)
Harman Pelosi
Hefner Peterson (FL)
Hilliard Pickle
Hinchey Pomeroy
Hochbrueckner Price (NC)
Horn Rangel
Houghton Reed
Hoyer Reynolds
Hughes Richardson
Jefferson Rose
Johnson (SD) Rostenkowski
Johnson, E.B. Roybal-Allard
Johnston Rush
Kennedy Babo
Kennelly Sanders
Kildee Sangmeister
Kleczka Sawyer
Klein Schenk
Klink Schumer
Kopetski Scott
Kreidler Serrano
LaFalce Sharp
Lancaster Shepherd
Lantos Skages
LaRocco Skeen
Leach Slaughter
Levin Smith (IA)
Lewis (CA) Stark
Lewis (GA) Stokes
Lowey Strickland
Maloney Studds
Mann Stupak
Manton Swift
Markey Synar
Matsui Tejeda
Mazzoli Thompson
McDermott Torricelli
Meehan Tucker
Meek Unsoeld
Menendez Velazquez
Mfume Vento
Miller (CA) Washington
Mineta Waters
Mink Watt
Moakley Wheat
Mollohan Whitten
Moran Williams
Morella Wilson
Murtha Woolsey
Natcher Wyden
Neal (MA) Yates
NOT VOTING—16
Hunter Sarpalius
Kolbe Torres
Lehman Towns
McKinney Waxman
Nadler
Packard
0 1730

On this vote:
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Mr. Kolbe for, with Ms. McKinney against.

Mr. BERMAN changed his vote from
uayen to uno‘n

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNULTY). The question is on the en-
grossment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. MYERS
OF INDIANA

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I am, Mr.
Speaker, in its present form.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MYERS of Indiana moves to recommit
the bill H.R. 2520 to the Committee on Ap-
propriations with instructions to report back
the same to the House forthwith with the
following amendment:

At the end of the bill, insert after the last
section the following new section:

Section . Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act, except for the amount pro-
vided under “*Miscellaneous payments to In-
dians”, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Department
of the Interior; ‘*Salaries and Expenses’, Na-
tional Indian Gaming Commission, Depart-
ment of the Interior; “*Payment to the Insti-
tute', Institute of American Indian and
Alaska Native Culture and Arts Develop-
ment; “Salaries and expenses’”, Woodrow
Wilson International Center for Scholars:
“Salaries and expenses' and “National cap-
ital arts and cultural affairs’, Commission
on Fine Arts; “‘Salaries and expenses”, Advi-
sory Council on Historic Preservation; *‘Sal-
aries and expenses', National Capitol Plan-
ning Commission; *‘Salaries and expenses’,
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial Com-
mission; and ‘‘Salaries and expenses’” and
“Public development'’, Pennsylvania Avenue
Development Corporation and Holocaust Me-
morial Construction each amount appro-
priated or otherwise made available under
this Act that is not required to be appro-
priated or otherwise made available by a pro-
vision of law is hereby reduced by / per cen-
tum: Provided, That such reductions shall be
applied ratably to each account, program,
activity, and project provided for in this Act.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, does the
gentleman’s motion to recommit con-
tain by any chance the proposal of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER]?

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, it does not.
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Mr. Speaker, this is a 1 percent cut,
which exempts some of the very small
programs in the bill. This is a good bill,
but it is one-half billion dollars pres-
ently over last year's level, We are led
to believe that this year we are cutting
spending., We are really not.

Considering this bill and all of the 10
appropriation bills that have been
passed this far, we are about $26.75 bil-
lion above last year's level. We are
below the President's request and
below our 602(b) allocation, but if we
are serious about cutting spending,
this is the way to do it.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very minimal
reduction, 1 percent. It takes us down
to last year's level, and I think all of
us can vote for that.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the motion.

Mr. Speaker, this, in my friend's
words, may be a minimum amendment,
but it will have a maximum effect, be-
cause this bill has already been cut by
action of our committee and by action
of the House by close to $1 billion. The
exact amount is $930 million.

I will say to the House that agencies
cannot afford another cut of this type.
I would hope and request that the mo-
tion of the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. MYERS] be defeated.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous gquestion is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 278, noes 138,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 339]

AYES—278

Abercrombie Blute Clyburn
Ackerman Bonior Collins (IL)
Allard Borski Collins (MI}
Andrews (ME) Boucher Cooper
Andrews (TX) Brewster Coppersmith
Applegate Brooks Costello
Bacchus (FL) Browder Coyne
Baesler Brown (CA) Cramer
Barlow Brown (FL) Danner
Barrett (WI) Brown (OH) Darden
Bateman Bryant de la Garza
Becerra Byrne Deal
Beilenson Calvert DeFazio
Bentley Cantwell DeLauro
Bereuter Cardin Dellums
Berman Carr Derrick
Bilbray Chapman Deutsch
Bilirakis Clay Diaz-Balart
Bishop Clayton Dicks
Blackwell Clement Dingell
Bliley Clinger Dixon

Dooley
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Engel
English (AZ)
English (OK)
Eshoo
Evans

Farr

Fazio

Fields (LA)
Filner
Fingerhut
Fish

Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Frost

Furse

Gallo
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamburg
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hefner
Herger
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoagland
Hobson
Hochbrueckner
Holden

Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hughes
Hutchinson
Inslee
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (8D)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klein

Klink
Kopetski
Kreidler
LaFalce
Lambert

Andrews (NJ)
Archer
Armey
Bachus (AL)
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barca
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bunning
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Camp
Canady

Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lightfoot
Lipinski
Livingston
Lloyd
Long
Lowey
Machtley
Maloney
Mann
Manton
Margolies-

Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McCurdy
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McMillan
MeNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Meyers
Mfume
Mineta
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosl
Peterson (FL)
Pickle
Pomeroy
Parter
Poshard
Price (NC)
Quillen
Rahall
Rangel
Ravenel
Reed

NOES—138

Castle
Coble
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit

Cox

Crane
Crapo
Cunningham
DeLay
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Emerson
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
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Regula
Reynolds
Richardson
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Rostenkowski
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Bangmeister
Bawyer
Schenk
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sharp
Shays
Shepherd
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (IA)
Smith (NJ)
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stupak
Swett

Swift
Synar
Tanner
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas (WY)
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Tucker
Unsoeld
Valentine
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walsh
Washington
Waters
Watt
Wheat
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Gallegly
Gekas
Geren
Gingrich
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Grams
Grandy
Greenwood
Hancock
Hastert
Hayes
Hefley
Hoekstra
Hoke
Huffington
Hunter
Hutto
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Hyde Michel Sensenbrenner
Inglis Miller (FL) Shaw
Inhofe Minge Shuster
Istook Moorhead Skelton
Jacobs Myers Smith (MI)
Johnson (CT) Nussle Smith (OR)
Johnson, Sam Oxley Smith (TX)
Kasich Paxon Snowe
Kim Penny Solomon
King Peterson (MN) Spence
Kingston Petri Stearns
Klug Pickett Stenholm
Knollenberg Pombo Stump
Kyl Portman Sundquist
Levy Pryce (OH) Talent
Lewis (FL) Quinn Tauzin
Linder Ramstad Taylor (MS)
Manzullo Ridge Thomas (CA)
McCandless Roberts Upton
McCollum Rohrabacher Walker
McCrery Roth Weldon
McHugh Royce Whitten
McInnis Santorum Wolf
McKeon Saxton Zeliff
Mica Schaefer Zimmer
NOT VOTING—18
Bevill Kolbe Packard
Coleman Lehman Roukema
Conyers McKinney Sarpalius
Gillmor Miller (CA) Torres
Hastings Murphy Towns
Henry Nadler Waxman
0 1750

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, due to
a prior official commitment, I was un-
able to be present for the vote on roll-
call No. 329.

Mr. Speaker, had I been present, I
would have voted *no.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, | wish to advise
the House of my absence for part of the de-
bate on H.R. 2520, the fiscal year 1994 Inte-
rior appropriations bill.

Consideration of H.R. 2520 was originally
scheduled to be completed before today. As a
result of numerous House scheduling
changes, however, debate on the bill unex-
pectedly continued into today. Regrettably, |
had already committed to participating in an
important NAFTA related conference in San
Antonio today.

The conference was held to develop strate-
gies to address critical United States/Mexico
border infrastructure needs on the environ-
ment, housing, energy, and transportation. It
was attended by key private sector entities
and top government officials, including the
U.S. Secretaries of Commerce, HUD, Energy,
and Transportation, the EPA Administrator and
many of their counterparts from Mexico,
among others.

The conference is a key component of the
President’'s plan to develop an assistance
package for the border. Border infrastructure
issues are of vital importance in southern Ari-
zona. This was an important opportunity to
continue working with the President to develop
plans to meet the border infrastructure needs
in Arizona and other border States.

Had | been present for consideration of H.R.
2520, | would have voted aye on the following
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votes: rollcall numbers 330, 331, 333, 334,
337, 338, and 339. | would have voted nay on
the following votes: rolicall numbers 335 and
336. | made advance preparations to pair my
votes with opposite voting members so as to
minimize the impact of my absence.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, had I
been present for the following rollcall
votes, I would have voted yes on roll-
call votes numbered 330, 333, 338, and
339

I' would have voted no on rollcall
votes numbered 331, 332, 334, 335, 336,
and 337.

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS 1IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 2520, DE-
PARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1994

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that in the engrossment
of the bill, H.R. 2520, the Clerk shall be
authorized to make any necessary
technical corrections.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
McNULTY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Washing-
ton?

There was no objection.

MAKING IN ORDER CONSIDER-
ATION IN THE HOUSE OF HOUSE
JOINT RESOLUTION 208, DIS-
APPROVING EXTENSION OF NON-
DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT
TO THE PRODUCTS OF THE PEO-
PLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent, that it be in order
to consider in the House a joint resolu-
tion (H.J. Res. 208) disapproving the ex-
tension of nondiscriminatory treat-
ment, or most-favored-nation treat-
ment to the products of the People’s
Republic of China; that all points of
order against the resolution and its
consideration be waived; that the joint
resolution be debated for 1 hour, to be
equally divided and from New York
[Mr. SOLOMON], and the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] or his
designee; that pursuant to sections 152
and 153 of the Trade Act of 1974, the
previous question be considered as or-
dered to final passage without inter-
vening motion; and that the provisions
of sections 152 and 153 of the Trade Act
of 1974, shall not apply to any other
joint resolution of the 103d Congress
disapproving the extension rec-
ommended by the President on May 28,
1993, of most-favored-nation treatment
to the People's Republic of China.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington?

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I will not
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object, on my reservation, as the au-
thor of the resolution which would dis-
approve the extension of most-favored-
nation treatment of trade with the
People’s Republic of China, I take this
reservation to indicate my support for
the chairman'’s request.

The purpose of this unanimous con-
sent request is to reduce from 20 hours
to 1 hour the debate on my disapproval
resolution without having to go the
Committee on Rules to make that pro-
cedural change.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
chairman on reporting the resolution,
though I would have preferred a favor-
able rather than adverse report. I urge
my colleagues to support my resolu-
tion of disapproval when it is called up
next week.

Mr. Speaker, with that, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
for the purpose of asking the majority
leader to enlighten us as to the sched-
ule for next week.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentlemen yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

Mr. Speaker, obviously, votes are fin-
ished today. There will not be votes on
tomorrow.

On Monday, July 19, the House will
meet at noon to consider five bills on
suspension. Recorded votes will be
postponed until Tuesday, July 20.

We will consider H.R. 2239, SEC Au-
thorization; H.R. 1305, Minor Boundary
Adjustments and Miscellaneous Park
Amendments Act of 1993; H.R. 631, Col-
orado Wilderness Preservation Act of
1993; H.R. 1631, District of Columbia
Justice Reform Act of 1993; H.R. 1632,
To Remove Gender-Specific References
in District of Columbia Code.

On Tuesday, July 20, the House will
meet at noon to take up the Com-
merce, Justice, and State appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1994, and the Na-
tional and Community Service Act,
under a modified open rule.

On Wednesday, July 21, and the bal-
ance of the week, the House will meet
at 10. We will be taking up a number of
pieces of legislation: House Joint Reso-
lution 208, disapproving the extension
of nondiscriminatory treatment to the
products of the People's Republic of
China; H.R. 2490, Transportation appro-
priations for fiscal year 1994; a House
resolution on disaster assistance sup-
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plemental; H.R. 2200, the NASA Au-
thorization Act for 1994; H.R. 2150, the
Coast Guard Authorization Act of 1993;
H.R. 1340, the Resolution Trust Cor-
poration Completion Act; H.R. 2530, the
Bureau of Land Management author-
ization.

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen-
tleman. If I might just ask, to clarify,
the gentleman, I believe, said there
would be no votes on Monday. Any
votes that were called would be laid
over until Tuesday?

Mr. GEPHARDT. If the gentleman
will continue to yield, that is correct.

Mr. SOLOMON. I would say to the
majority leader, I would just call at-
tention to the membership that the
National and Community Service Act
is scheduled for Tuesday. Our good
friend, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. MOAKLEY] had previously
asked Members to have their amend-
ments prefiled at least by Monday, so
they would be printed in the RECORD
prior to consideration, which would
take place on Tuesday.

I would remind the membership of
that, and just ask the majority leader,
for the purpose of planning, is there a
likelihood of votes next Friday?

Mr. GEPHARDT. If the gentleman
will yield further, I cannot say to the
gentleman at this point whether or not
we will have votes on Friday, for the
reason that we have this disaster as-
sistance supplemental that we have to
get done next week. I am not sure ex-
actly what day it can be brought up.
We will make every effort to avoid hav-
ing votes on Friday. That may be pos-
sible, but I cannot give him a concrete
assurance at this point.

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the majority
leader. Just one more question, if I
might. There was a resolution of in-
quiry on the so-called Travelgate mat-
ter. Is there any plan to bring that up
at any time next week?

Mr. GEPHARDT. If the gentleman
will continue to yield, it is my under-
standing that it must receive 3 days
layover to receive minority views, and
that period will not expire until next
week. The bill may be brought up next
week, or more likely, the week after.

Mr. SOLOMON. More likely the week
after. I certainly do thank the major-
ity leader, and I hope he has a nice
weekend.

Mr. GEPHARDT. I wish the gen-
tleman the same.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JULY
19, 1993

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at noon on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.
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DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY  BUSINESS  ON

WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

————

GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND
RESULTS ACT OF 1993

Mr. ENGLISH of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker’s table the Sen-
ate bill (S. 20) to provide for the estab-
lishment of strategic planning and per-
formance measurement in the Federal
Government, and for other purposes,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would ask the gentleman from
Oklahoma if this has been cleared.

Mr. ENGLISH of Oklahoma, It is my
understanding that it has, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the title of the Senate
bill.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma?

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I will not ob-
ject, but I yield to the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. ENGLISH] to offer an ex-
planation of this bill.

Mr. ENGLISH of Oklahoma.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLINGER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. ENGLISH of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, on May 25, the House passed
by voice vote H.R. 826, the House ver-
sion of this legislation. S. 20, as amend-
ed and passed by the Senate, is vir-
tually identical to the House bill. The
only significant difference is a clari-
fication in 8. 20 of the responsibilities
of the U.S. Postal Service. That lan-
guage has been agreed to by the chair-
man of the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service, and his cooperation
and assistance is greatly appreciated.

The Government Performance and
Results Act of 1993 takes the first step
toward the President’'s pledge to rein-
vest government. It would require Fed-
eral agencies to develop strategic
plans, set performance goals, and re-
port annually to Congress and the Of-
fice of Management and Budget the
precise results that that program
achieves.

After a series of pilot projects, the
act will eventually be implemented
Governmentwide, where all programs
will be evaluated and budgeted based

Mr.
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on their performance. This legislation
will give program managers the flexi-
bility to achieve their goals in ex-
change for better accountability. It en-
joys widespread bipartisan support, and
is eagerly awaited by the President.
Mr. Speaker, there is a clarification
that needs to be made in the report
that was filed to accompany the House
version of this bill, and I include that
clarification for the RECORD.

0O 1800

Mr. CLINGER. Continuing my res-
ervation of objection, Mr. Speaker, I
join with the gentleman from Okla-
homa in support of this legislation.

As I have said many times before, the
need is great for a Governmentwide
performance measurement system tied
to the appropriations process. The
House has the rare opportunity today
to approve legislation which has had
support on both sides of the aisle from
both bodies of Congress and from the
President. This legislation will for the
first time ask Federal program man-
agers to prove the success and progress
of their programs.

I appreciate the efforts of everyone
involved in getting this legislation to
the President for his signature, par-
ticularly the hard work of Senator
WILLIAM ROTH in originally drafting
this bill some years ago, and I would
urge my colleagues to support this leg-
islation.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNULTY). Is there objection to the re-
gquest of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-
lows:

5.20

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Government
Performance and Results Act of 1993"".

SEC. 2, FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—

(1) waste and inefficiency in Federal pro-
grams undermine the confidence of the
American people in the Government and re-
duces the Federal Government's ability to
address adequately vital public needs;

(2) Federal managers are seriously dis-
advantaged in their efforts to improve pro-
gram efficiency and effectiveness, because of
insufficient articulation of program goals
and inadequate information on program per-
formance; and

(3) congressional policymaking, spending
decisions and program oversight are seri-
ously handicapped by insufficient attention
to program performance and results.

{b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act
are to—

(1) improve the confidence of the American
people in the capability of the Federal Gov-
ernment, by systematically holding Federal
agencies accountable for achieving program
results;

(2) initiate program performance reform
with a series of pilot projects in setting pro-
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gram goals, measuring program performance
against those goals, and reporting publicly
on their progress;

(3) improve Federal program effectiveness
and public accountability by promoting a
new focus on results, service quality, and
customer satisfaction;

{4) help Federal managers improve service
delivery, by requiring that they plan for
meeting program objectives and by providing
them with information about program re-
sults and service quality;

(5) improve congressional decisionmaking
by providing more objective information on
achieving statutory objectives, and on the
relative effectiveness and efficiency of Fed-
eral programs and spending; and

(6) improve internal management of the
Federal Government.

SEC. 3. STRATEGIC PLANNING.

Chapter 3 of title 5, United States Code, is
amended by adding after section 305 the fol-
lowing new section:

“%§306. Strategic plans

*(a) No later than September 30, 1997, the
head of each agency shall submit to the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget and to the Congress a strategic plan
for program activities. Such plan shall con-
tain—

‘(1) a comprehensive mission statement
covering the major functions and operations
of the agency:;

*(2) general goals and objectives, including
outcome-related goals and objectives, for the
major functions and operations of the agen-
cy.

*(3) a description of how the goals and ob-
jectives are to be achieved, including a de-
scription of the operational processes, skills
and technology, and the human, capital, in-
formation, and other resources required to
meet those goals and objectives;

*(4) a description of how the performance
goals included in the plan required by sec-
tion 1115(a) of title 31 shall be related to the
general goals and objectives in the strategic
plan;

**(5) an identification of those key factors
external to the agency and beyond its con-
trol that could significantly affect the
achievement of the general goals and objec-
tives; and

**(6) a description of the program evalua-
tions used in establishing or revising general
goals and objectives, with a schedule for fu-
ture program evaluations.

“(b) The strategic plan shall cover a period
of not less than five years forward from the
fiscal year in which it is submitted, and shall
be updated and revised at least every three
years.

*(e) The performance plan required by sec-
tion 1115 of title 31 shall be consistent with
the agency's strategic plan. A performance
plan may not be submitted for a fiscal year
not covered by a current strategic plan
under this section.

*(d) When developing a strategic plan, the
agency shall consult with the Congress, and
shall solicit and consider the views and sug-
gestions of those entities potentially af-
fected by or interested in such a plan.

‘{e) The functions and activities of this
section shall be considered to be inherently
Governmental functions. The drafting of
strategic plans under this section shall be
performed only by Federal employees.

*(f) For purposes of this section the term
‘agency’ means an Executive agency defined
under section 105, but does not include the
Central Intelligence Agency, the General Ac-
counting Office, the Panama Canal Commis-
sion, the United States Postal Service, and
the Postal Rate Commission.".
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SEC. 4. ANNUAL PERFORMANCE PLANS AND RE-
PORTS.

(a) BUDGET CONTENTS AND SUBMISSION TO
CONGRESS.—Section 1105(a) of title 31, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:

*(29) beginning with fiscal year 1999, a Fed-
eral Government performance plan for the
overall budget as provided for under section
1115.7.

(b) PERFORMANCE PLANS AND REPORTS.—
Chapter 11 of title 31, United States Code, is
amended by adding after section 1114 the fol-
lowing new sections:

“§1115. Performance plans

“(a) In carrying out the provisions of sec-
tion 1105(a)(29), the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget shall require each
agency to prepare an annual performance
plan covering each program activity set
forth in the budget of such agency. Such
plan shall—

‘(1) establish performance goals to define
the level of performance to be achieved by a
program activity;

‘(2) express such goals in an objective,
quantifiable, and measurable form unless au-
thorized to be in an alternative form under
subsection (b);

**(3) briefly describe the operational proc-
esses, skills and technology. and the human,
capital, information, or other resources re-
quired to meet the performance goals;

‘*(4) establish performance indicators to be
used in measuring or assessing the relevant
outputs, service levels, and outcomes of each
program activity;

*(5) provide a basis for comparing actual
program results with the established per-
formance goals; and

“(6) describe the means to be used to verify
and validate measured values.

*(b) If an agency, in consultation with the
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget, determines that it is not feasible to
express the performance goals for a particu-
lar program activity in an objective, quan-
tifiable, and measurable form, the Director
of the Office of Management and Budget may
aunthorize an alternative form. Such alter-
native form shall—

*(1) include separate descriptive state-
ments of—

“(A)1) a minimally effective program, and

**(ii) a successful program, or

**(B) such alternative as authorized by the
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget,
with sufficient precision and in such terms
that would allow for an accurate, independ-
ent determination of whether the program
activity’'s performance meets the criteria of
the description; or

*(2) state why it is infeasible or imprac-
tical to express a performance goal in any
form for the program activity.

‘(e) For the purpose of complying with
this section, an agency may aggregate,
disaggregate, or consolidate program activi-
ties, except that any aggregation or consoli-
dation may not omit or minimize the signifi-
cance of any program activity constituting a
major function or operation for the agency.

*(d) An agency may submit with its annual
performance plan an appendix covering any
portion of the plan that—

‘(1) is specifically authorized under cri-
teria established by an Executive order to be
kept secret in the interest of national de-
fense or foreign policy; and

*(2) is properly classified pursuant to such
Executive order.

*(e) The functions and activities of this
section shall be considered to be inherently
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Governmental functions. The drafting of per-
formance plans under this section shall be
performed only by Federal employees.

*({f) For purposes of this section and sec-
tions 1116 through 1119, and sections 9703 and
9704 the term—

**(1) ‘agency' has the same meaning as such
term is defined under section 306(f) of title 5;

*(2) ‘outcome measure' means an Aassess-
ment of the results of a program activity
compared to its intended purpose;

*(3) ‘output measure’ means the tabula-
tion, calculation, or recording of activity or
effort and can be expressed in a quantitative
or qualitative manner;

*(4) ‘performance goal' means a target
level of performance expressed as a tangible,
measurable objective, against which actual
achievement can be compared, including a
goal expressed as a quantitative standard,
value, or rate;

“(5) ‘performance indicator’ means a par-
ticular value or characteristic used to meas-
ure output or outcome;

“(B) ‘program activity' means a specific ac-
tivity or project as listed in the program and
financing schedules of the annual budget of
the United States Government; and

*(T) ‘'program evaluation' means an assess-
ment, through objective measurement and
systematic analysis, of the manner and ex-
tent to which Federal programs achieve in-
tended objectives.

“§1116. Program performance reports

‘(a) No later than March 31, 2000, and no
later than March 31 of each year thereafter,
the head of each agency shall prepare and
submit to the President and the Congress, a
report on program performance for the pre-
vious fiscal year.

“(b)(1) Each program performance report
shall set forth the performance indicators es-
tablished in the agency performance plan
under section 1115, along with the actual pro-
gram performance achieved compared with
the performance goals expressed in the plan
for that fiscal year.

*(2) If performance goals are specified in
an alternative form under section 1115(b), the
results of such program shall be described in
relation to such specifications, including
whether the performance failed to meet the
criteria of a minimally effective or success-
ful program.

*{e) The report for fiscal year 2000 shall in-
clude actual results for the preceding fiscal
year, the report for fiscal year 2001 shall in-
clude actual results for the two preceding
fiscal years, and the report for fiscal year
2002 and all subsequent reports shall include
actual results for the three preceding fiscal

years.

*(d) Each report shall—

(1) review the success of achieving the
performance goals of the fiscal year,

**(2) evaluate the performance plan [or the
current fiscal year relative to the perform-
ance achieved toward the performance goals
in the fiscal year covered by the report,

*(3) explain and describe, where a perform-
ance goal has not been met (including when
a program activity's performance is deter-
mined not to have met the criteria of a suc-
cessful program activity under section
1115(b)(1)(A)ii) or a corresponding level of
achievement if another alternative form is
used)—

‘(A) why the goal was not met;

*(B) those plans and schedules for achiev-
ing the established performance goal; and

“(C) if the performance goal is impractical
or infeasible, why that is the case and what
action is recommended;

“(4) describe the use and assess the effec-
tiveness in achieving performance goals of
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any waiver under section 9703 of this title;
and

**(5) include the summary findings of those
program evaluations completed during the
fiscal year covered by the report.

“(e) An agency head may include all pro-
gram performance information required an-
nually under this section in an annual finan-
cial statement required under section 3515 if
any such statement is submitted to the Con-
gress no later than March 31 of the applica-
ble fiscal year.

“(f) The functions and activities of this
section shall be considered to be inherently
Governmental functions. The drafting of pro-
gram performance reports under this section
shall be performed only by Federal employ-
ees,

“§1117. Exemption

“The Director of the Office of Management
and Budget may exempt from the require-
ments of sections 1115 and 1116 of this title
and section 306 of title 5, any agency with
annual outlays of $20,000,000 or less.".

SEC. 5. MANAGERIAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND
FLEXIBILITY.

(a) MANAGERIAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND
FLEXIBILITY.—Chapter 97 of title 31, United
States Code, is amended by adding after sec-
tion 9702, the following new section:

“89703. Managerial accountability and flexi-
bility

‘‘(a) Beginning with fiscal year 1999, the
performance plans required under section
1115 may include proposals to waive adminis-
trative procedural requirements and con-
trols, including specification of personnel
staffing levels, limitations on compensation
or remuneration, and prohibitions or restric-
tions on funding transfers among budget ob-
ject classification 20 and subclassifications
11, 12, 31, and 32 of each annual budget sub-
mitted under section 1105, in return for spe-
cific individual or organization accountabil-
ity to achieve a performance goal. In prepar-
ing and submitting the performance plan
under section 11056(a)(29), the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget shall re-
view and may approve any proposed waivers.
A waiver shall take effect at the beginning of
the fiscal year for which the waiver is ap-
proved.

*(b) Any such proposal under subsection
(a) shall describe the anticipated effects on
performance resulting from greater manage-
rial or organizational flexibility, discretion,
and authority, and shall quantify the ex-
pected improvements in performance result-
ing from any waiver. The expected improve-
ments shall be compared to current actual
performance, and to the projected level of
performance that would be achieved inde-
pendent of any waiver.

““(¢) Any proposal waiving limitations on
compensation or remuneration shall pre-
cisely express the monetary change in com-
pensation or remuneration amounts, such as
bonuses or awards, that shall result from
meeting, exceeding, or failing to meet per-
formance goals.

*(d) Any proposed waiver of procedural re-
quirements or controls imposed by an agency
(other than the proposing agency or the Of-
fice of Management and Budget) may not be
included in a performance plan unless it is
endorsed by the agency that established the
requirement, and the endorsement included
in the proposing agency's performance plan.

“(e) A waiver shall be in effect for one or
two years as specified by the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget in approv-
ing the waiver. A waiver may be renewed for
a subsequent year. After a waiver has been in



15882

effect for three consecutive years, the per-
formance plan prepared under section 1115
may propose that a waiver, other than a
waiver of limitations on compensation or re-
muneration, be made permanent,

*(f) For purposes of this section, the defini-
tions under section 1115(f) shall apply.".

SEC. 8. PILOT PROJECTS.

(a) PERFORMANCE PLANS AND REPORTS.—
Chapter 11 of title 31, United States Code, is
amended by inserting after section 1117 (as
added by section 4 of this Act) the following
new section:

“§1118. Pilot projects for performance goals

**(a) The Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, after consultation with
the head of each agency, shall designate not
less than ten agencies as pilot projects in
performance measurement for fiscal years
1994, 1995, and 1996. The selected agencies
shall reflect a representative range of Gov-
ernment functions and capabilities in meas-
uring and reporting program performance.

**(b) Pilot projects in the designated agen-
cies shall undertake the preparation of per-
formance plans under section 1115, and pro-
gram performance reports under section 1116,
other than section 1116(c), for one or more of
the major functions and operations of the
agency. A strategic plan shall be used when
preparing agency performance plans during
one or more years of the pilot period.

**(c) No later than May 1, 1997, the Director
of the Office of Management and Budget
shall submit a report to the President and to
the Congress which shall—

(1) assess the benefits, costs, and useful-
ness of the plans and reports prepared by the
pilot agencies in meeting the purposes of the
Government Performance and Results Act of
1993;

**(2) identify any significant difficulties ex-
perienced by the pilot agencies in preparing
plans and reports; and

**(3) set forth any recommended changes in
the requirements of the provisions of Gov-
ernment Performance and Results Act of
1993, section 306. of title 5, sections 1105, 1115,
1116, 1117, 1119 and 9703 of this title, and this
section.”.

(b) MANAGERIAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND
FLEXIBILITY.—Chapter 97 of title 31, United
States Code, is amended by inserting after
section 9703 (as added by section 5 of this
Act) the following new section:

“§ 9704, Pilot projects for managerial account-
ability and flexibility

‘(a) The Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget shall designate not less
than five agencies as pilot projects in mana-
gerial accountability and flexibility for fis-
cal years 1995 and 1996. Such agencies shall
be selected from those designated as pilot
projects under section 1118 and shall reflect a
representative range of Government func-
tions and capabilities in measuring and re-
porting program performance.

*(b) Pilot projects in the designated agen-
cies shall include proposed waivers in ac-
cordance with section 9703 for one or more of
the major functions and operations of the
agency.

**(e) The Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget shall include in the report
to the President and to the Congress re-
quired under section 1118(¢c)—

*(1) an assessment of the benefits, costs,
and usefulness of increasing managerial and
organizational flexibility, discretion, and au-
thority in exchange for improved perform-
ance through a waiver; and

*(2) an identification of any significant dif-
ficulties experienced by the pilot agencies in
preparing proposed waivers.
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*(d) For purposes of this section the defini-
tions under section 1115(f) shall apply.”.

(c) PERFORMANCE BUDGETING.—Chapter 11
of title 31, United States Code, is amended by
inserting after section 1118 (as added by sec-
tion 6 of this Act) the following new section:
“§1119. Pilot projects for performance budg-

eting

“(a) The Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, after consultation with
the head of each agency shall designate not
less than five agencies as pilot projects in
performance budgeting for fiscal years 1998
and 1999. At least three of the agencies shall
be selected from those designated as pilot
projects under section 1118, and shall also re-
flect a representative range of Government
functions and capabilities in measuring and
reporting program performance.

“(b) Pilot projects in the designated agen-
cies shall cover the preparation of perform-
ance budgets. Such budgets shall present, for
one or more of the major functions and oper-
ations of the agency, the varying levels of
performance, including outcome-related per-
formance, that would result from different
budgeted amounts.

*(c) The Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget shall include, as an alter-
native budget presentation in the budget
submitted under section 1105 for fiscal year
1999, the performance budgets of the des-
ignated agencies for this fiscal year.

“(d) No later than March 31, 2001, the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget shall transmit a report to the Presi-
dent and to the Congress on the performance
budgeting pilot projects which shall—

“(1) assess the feasibility and advisability
of including a performance budget as part of
the annual budget submitted under section
1105;

“*(2) describe any difficulties encountered
by the pilot agencies in preparing a perform-
ance budget;

“(3) recommend whether legislation requir-
ing performance budgets should be proposed
and the general provisions of any legislation;
and

*'(4) set forth any recommended changes in
the other requirements of the Government
Performance and Results Act of 1993, section
306 of title 5, sections 1105, 1115, 1116, 1117,
and 9703 of this title, and this section.

‘(@) After receipt of the report required
under subsection (d), the Congress may
specify that a performance budget be sub-
mitted as part of the annual budget submit-
ted under section 1105.".

SEC. 7. UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE.

Part III of title 39, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new chapter:

“CHAPTER 28—STRATEGIC PLANNING

AND PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT
‘‘Bec.
*'2801. Definitions.
*2802. Strategic plans.
‘2803. Performance plans.
2804, Program performance reports.
+42805. Inherently Governmental functions.
“8 2801. Definitions

“For purposes of this chapter the term—

“(1) ‘outcome measure' refers to an assess-
ment of the results of a program activity
compared to its intended purpose;

“(2) ‘output measure’ refers to the tabula-
tion, calculation, or recording of activity or
effort and can be expressed in a quantitative
or qualitative manner;

‘(3) ‘performance goal' means a target
level of performance expressed as a tangible,
measurable objective, against which actual
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achievement shall be compared, including a
goal expressed as a quantitative standard,
value, or rate;

**(4) ‘performance indicator’ refers to a par-
ticular value or characteristic used to meas-
ure output or outcome;

**(b) ‘program activity' means a specific ac-
tivity related to the mission of the Postal
Service; and

“(6) ‘program evaluation’ means an assess-
ment, through objective measurement and
systematic analysis, of the manner and ex-
tent to which Postal Service programs
achieve intended objectives.

“g 2802. Strategic plans

*(a) No later than September 30, 1997, the
Postal Service shall submit to the President
and the Congress a strategic plan for its pro-
gram activities. Such plan shall contain—

‘(1) a comprehensive mission statement
covering the major functions and operations
of the Postal Service;

“(2) general goals and objectives, including
outcome-related goals and objectives, for the
major functions and operations of the Postal
Service;

*(3) a description of how the goals and ob-
jectives are to be achieved, including a de-
scription of the operational processes, skills
and technology, and the human, capital, in-
formation, and other resources required to
meet those goals and objectives;

*(4) a description of how the performance
goals included in the plan required under
section 2803 shall be related to the general
goals and objectives in the strategic plan;

**(5) an identification of those key factors
external to the Postal Service and beyond its
control that could significantly affect the
achievemnent of the general goals and objec-
tives; and

*(6) a description of the program evalua-
tions used in establishing or revising general
goals and objectives, with a schedule for fu-
ture program evaluations.

**(b) The strategic plan shall cover a period
of not less than five years forward from the
fiscal year in which it is submitted, and shall
be updated and revised at least every three
years.

*{¢) The performance plan required under
section 2803 shall be consistent with the
Postal Service's strategic plan. A perform-
ance plan may not be submitted for a fiscal
year not covered by a current strategic plan
under this section.

*(d) When developing a strategic plan, the
Postal Service shall solicit and consider the
views and suggestions of those entities po-
tentially affected by or interested in such a
plan, and shall advise the Congress of the
contents of the plan.

“§2803. Performance plans

‘*(a) The Postal Service shall prepare an
annual performance plan covering each pro-
gram activity set forth in the Postal Service
budget, which shall be included in the com-
prehensive statement presented under sec-
tion 2401(g) of this title. Such plan shall—

“(1) establish performance goals to define
the level of performance to be achieved by a
program activity;

‘*(2) express such goals in an objective,
quantifiable, and measurable form unless an
alternative form is used under subsection (b);

**(3) briefly describe the operational proc-
esses, skills and technology, and the human,
capital, information, or other resources re-
quired to meet the performance goals;

**(4) establish performance indicators to be
used in measuring or assessing the relevant
outputs, service levels, and outcomes of each
program activity;
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*(5) provide a basis for comparing actual
program results with the established per-
formance goals; and

**(6) describe the means to be used to verify
and validate measured values.

*(b) If the Postal Service determines that
it is not feasible to express the performance
goals for a particular program activity in an
objective, quantifiable, and measurable
form, the Postal Service may use an alter-
native form. Such alternative form shall—

*(1) include separate descriptive state-
ments of—

*{A) a minimally effective program, and

"*(B) a successful program,

with sufficient precision and in such terms
that would allow for an accurate, independ-
ent determination of whether the program
activity's performance meets the criteria of
either description; or

**(2) state why it is infeasible or imprac-
tical to express a performance goal in any
form for the program activity.

*(c) In preparing a comprehensive and in-
formative plan under this section, the Postal
Service may aggregate, disaggregate, or con-
solidate program activities, except that any
aggregation or consolidation may not omit
or minimize the significance of any program
activity constituting a major function or op-
eration.

“(d) The Postal Service may prepare a non-
public annex to its plan covering program
activities or parts of program activities re-
lating to—

“(1) the avoidance of interference with
eriminal prosecution; or

“(2) matters otherwise exempt from public
disclosure under section 410(c) of this title.
“§2804. Program performance reports

*(a) The Postal Service shall prepare a re-
port on program performance for each fiscal
yvear, which shall be included in the annual
comprehensive statement presented under
section 2401(g) of this title.

“(b)(1) The program performance report
shall set forth the performance indicators es-
tablished in the Postal Service performance
plan, along with the actual program per-
formance achieved compared with the per-
formance goals expressed in the plan for that
fiscal year.

“(2) If performance goals are specified by
descriptive statements of a minimally effec-
tive program activity and a successful pro-
gram activity, the results of such program
shall be described in relationship to those
categories, including whether the perform-
ance failed to meet the criteria of either cat-
egory.

“(e) The report for fiscal year 2000 shall in-
clude actual results for the preceding fiscal
year, the report for fiscal year 2001 shall in-
clude actual results for the two preceding
fiscal years, and the report for fiscal year
2002 and all subsequent reports shall include
actual results for the three preceding fiscal
years,

*(d) Each report shall—

**(1) review the success of achieving the
performance goals of the fiscal year;

*(2) evaluate the performance plan for the
current fiscal year relative to the perform-
ance achieved towards the performance goals
in the fiscal year covered by the report;

*(3) explain and describe, where a perform-
ance goal has not been met (including when
a program activity’'s performance is deter-
mined not to have met the criteria of a suc-
cessful program activity under section
2803(b)(2))—

“*(A) why the goal was not met;

*(B) those plans and schedules for achiev-
ing the established performance goal; and
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**(C) if the performance goal is impractical
or infeasible, why that is the case and what
action is recommended; and

*(4) include the summary findings of those
program evaluations completed during the
fiscal year covered by the report.

“§ 2805. Inherently Governmental functions

*The functions and activities of this chap-
ter shall be considered to be inherently Gov-
ernmental functions. The drafting of strate-
gic plans, performance plans, and program
performance reports under this section shall
be performed only by employees of the Post-
al Service.".

SEC. 8. CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT AND LEGIS-
LATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this Act shall
be construed as limiting the ability of Con-
gress to establish, amend, suspend, or annul
a performance goal. Any such action shall
have the effect of superseding that goal in
the plan submitted under section 1105(a)(29)
of title 31, United States Code.

(b) GAO REFORT.—No later than June 1,
1997, the Comptroller General of the United
States shall report to Congress on the imple-
mentation of this Act, including the pros-
pects for compliance by Federal agencies be-
yond those participating as pilot projects
under sections 1118 and 9704 of title 31, Unit-
ed States Code.

SEC. 9. TRAINING.

The Office of Personnel Management shall,
in consultation with the Director of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget and the
Comptroller General of the United States,
develop a strategic planning and perform-
ance measurement training component for
its management training program and other-
wise provide managers with an orientation
on the development and use of strategic
planning and program performance measure-
ment.

SEC. 10. APPLICATION OF ACT.

No provision or amendment made by this
Act may be construed as—

(1) creating any right, privilege, benefit, or
entitlement for any person who is not an of-
ficer or employee of the United States acting
in such capacity, and no person who is not an
officer or employee of the United States act-
ing in such capacity shall have standing to
file any civil action in a court of the United
States to enforce any provision or amend-
ment made by this Act; or

(2) superseding any statutory requirement,
including any requirement under section 553
of title 5, United States Code.

SEC. 11. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.

(a) AMENDMENT TO TITLE 5, UNITED STATES
CopE.—The table of sections for chapter 3 of
title 5, United States Code, is amended by
adding after the item relating to section 305
the following:

**306. Strategic plans.”.

(b) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 31,
STATES CODE.—

(1) AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 11.—The table
of sections for chapter 11 of title 31, United
States Code, is amended by adding after the
item relating to section 1114 the following:
**1115. Performance plans.

“*1116. Program performance reports.

1117, Exemptions.

**1118. Pilot projects for performance goals.

**1119. Pilot projects for performance budget-
ing.”.

(2) AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 97.—The table
of sections for chapter 97 of title 31, United
States Code, is amended by adding after the
itemn relating to section 9702 the following:
**9703. Managerial accountability and flexi-

bility.

UNITED
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*9704. Pilot projects for managerial account-
ability and flexibility.".

(¢) AMENDMENT TO TITLE 39, UNITED STATES
CopE.—The table of chapters for part III of
title 39, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
item:

“28. Strategic planning and perform-
ance management ........................ 2801".

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

———
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ENGLISH of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks, and include extraneous
material on the Senate bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

———

TRAGIC SHOOTING OF OFFICER
ROBERT INGRAM, COBB COUNTY,
GA

(Mr. DARDEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Speaker, Cobb

County, GA, has suffered a terrible
tragedy. Marietta native Robert
Ingram, 24, a member of the Cobb

County police force for 2 years, was
killed while on duty Tuesday. He is the
first Cobb County Police Department
officer to ever be slain in the line of
duty.

He had radioed to a dispatcher to say
he was stopping to question a sus-
picious person. When the dispatcher
was unable to reach Officer Ingram on
the car radio, additional units were
sent to the scene to investigate. When
they arrived, they found Officer Ingram
lying on the road. He had been shot
twice. His pistol was still in its holster
when he was found.

When a police officer dies in the line
of duty, it reminds us of the remark-
able character of these individuals—
those willing to take an oath to serve
and protect and sometimes, unfortu-
nately, suffer the tragic consequences.
We are hopeful that the individual re-
sponsible for this crime will be brought
to justice swiftly.

Mr. Speaker, this tragedy is just fur-
ther evidence that we must take a
strong stand against the rising tide of
crime in this country by approving
tough, anticrime legislation, including
the death penalty for those who mur-
der police officers.

Our sympathy and prayers are with
the family of Officer Ingram, especially
his wife of 3 months, Jennifer, and his
fellow officers as they work through
this tragedy personally and profes-
sionally.
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Let us always be mindful of the great
sacrifice of law enforcement personnel
who put their lives on the line daily for
us.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BANK-
ING AND FINANCIAL INSTITU-
TIONS ACT OF 1993—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs, and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am pleased to submit to the Con-
gress the ‘“Community Development
Banking and Financial Institutions
Act of 1993”. This legislative initiative
will promote the creation of commu-
nity development financial institutions
that will empower individuals and
communities and provide for greater
economic opportunity. Also transmit-
ted are a statement of the Administra-
tion’s principles embodied in this pro-
posal and a section-by-section analysis.

In too many urban and rural commu-
nities, there is a lack of capital and
credit. Lending in distressed commu-
nities, particularly to small businesses,
can be complicated. It may require spe-
cial expertise and knowledge of the
borrower and the community, credit
products, subsidies, and secondary
markets. Community development fi-
nancial institutions—including com-
munity development banks like South
Shore Bank in Chicago, community
credit unions such as Self-Help in
North Carolina, community develop-
ment corporations, micro-enterprise
loan funds, and revolving loan funds—
have demonstrated that they can pro-
vide capital, credit, and development
services in distressed areas and to tar-
geted populations.

The bill proposes establishment of a
Community Development Banking and
Financial Institutions Fund that would
support a program of investment in
community development financial in-
stitutions. The Fund would provide fi-
nancial and technical assistance to,
and serve as a national information
clearinghouse for, community develop-
ment financial institutions.

This initiation reaffirms my commit-
ment to helping communities help
themselves. By ensuring greater access
to capital and credit, we will tap the
entrepreneurial energy of America’s
poorest communities and enable indi-
viduals and communities to become
self-sufficient.

My Administration is also committed
to enhancing the role of traditional fi-
nancial institutions with respect to
community reinvestment. As a com-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

plement to the community develop-
ment financial institutions initiative,
we will adopt regulatory changes to
more effectively implement the Com-
munity Reinvestment Act of 1977,
These changes will replace paperwork
with performance-oriented standards
and will include tougher enforcement
measures for noncompliance.

In order to secure early enactment of
legislation in this crucial area, I urge
the Congress to consider the Commu-
nity Development Banking and Finan-
cial Institutions Act of 1993 as a dis-
crete bill, separate from general issues
of financial services reform and any
other nongermane amendments.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, July 15, 1993.

THE REAL IMPACT OF THE CLIN-
TON TAX PLAN ON REAL PEO-
PLE AND REAL BUSINESSES

(Mr. WELDON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
continue my focus today on the real
impact of the Clinton tax plan on real
people and real businesses.

I recently received a letter from
Thomas L. French, president of the
Owosso Group, a conglomerate of 12
small manufacturing firms,
headquartered in West Conshocken, in
Montgomery County, PA.

Most of these firms are small sub-
chapter S corporations that file per-
sonal tax returns. They will be hit with
a new top marginal tax rate of 42.5 per-
cent—up from the current rate of 31
percent. That is a dramatic increase.

It should be noted that these sub-
chapter S corporations employ 800 peo-
ple and have created more than 200 jobs
since 1989.

Yet President Clinton has decided
that no good deed should go
unpunished: if you take risks, if you
make investments, if you create jobs,
you will be taxed until you bleed.

I spoke with the chief financial offi-
cer of Owosso, George Lemmon, Jr.,
and he told me: “These taxes will mean
that we will take fewer risks, we will
make fewer investments, and we will
have less working capital.”

What does that mean? It means lower
economic growth and fewer jobs.

I think Owosso Group president
Thomas French put it best when he
wrote: ‘“The tax package now under
consideration will kill this fragile eco-
nomic recovery."’

Maybe the armchair Iaccocas that
write the tax bills around here ought
to consider that in the weeks ahead.

Mr. Speaker, I include the following
letter from Thomas L. French, presi-
dent of the Owosso Group:
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THE OW08s0 GROUP,
June 29, 1993.
Hon. CURT WELDON,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The attached com-
parison shows proposed tax increases on Sub
S Corporations vs. C Corporations, Since
most of the job growth in this country comes
from small businesses (often S-Corporations)
this proposal seems particularly crazy.

The tax package now under consideration
will kill this fragile economic recovery.

1 was sorry to miss the meeting regarding
Tax Policy you held in Media. I'd very much
like to attend any future meeting.

Very truly yours,
THoMAS L. FRENCH,
President.

THE COST OF NAFTA

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks, and include extraneous matter.)

Ms, KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, these
days we hear a lot of talk about cut-
ting spending. Well, what about the
proposed trade agreement with Mexico?
How much will it cost U.S. taxpayers
in actual dollars?

I say to my colleagues, ‘‘Hold on to
your wallets, because NAFTA is out to
suck them dry."

How much will NAFTA cost? Forty
billion dollars just to start off with.
That is for the cost of paying for Amer-
ican workers who will be thrown out of
their jobs, the cost of building roads
and sewers south of the border, more
customs inspectors, loss of tariff reve-
nues to our Government and price sup-
ports related to farmers in our country
who are going to lose income. That
sound incredible, but that is what it
says right here in yesterday's New
York Times based on administration
and Congressional Budget Office fig-
ures.

Let me put this incredible $40 billion
in perspective. Compare it to the flood
relief we are going to have to give to
Iowa. We expect the President to come
in here and ask for $2% billion. What a
waste it would be to pass this treaty
and send our workers' jobs to Mexico.
What a waste, and what an incredible
waste to spend $40 billion to do it.

Mr. Speaker, this treaty is the place
to cut spending first.

Mr. Speaker, I include the following
article on this subject which appeared
in the New York Times:

A LOOK AT THE NORTH AMERICAN PACT'S

ADDED COSTS
(By Keith Bradsher)

WASHINGTON, July 13.—As the Clinton Ad-
ministration and Congress grapple with the
political problems of the North American
Free Trade Agreement this summer, one
issue keeps coming up: the potential cost of
the pact to the Federal budget.

Estimates range up to $40 billion in lost
tariff revenue, benefits for American work-
ers who are unemployed as a result of new
competition from Mexican factories, and

bridges and highways to carry additional
traffic.
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Congressional pay-as-you-go budget rules
require that such revenue lost be made up.
This has produced an increasingly desperate
search in Washington for ways other than
Federal taxes to raise money. The Adminis-
tration and Congress are looking for as much
of this as possible from state, local and pri-
vate sources.

In the Administration’s first public discus-
sion of some of the costs of the agreement,
Commerce Secretary Ronald H. Brown said
today that $15 billion to $20 billion would be
needed over the next decade for roads,
bridges, sewage-treatment centers, improved
housing, electric-power plants and environ-
mental cleanup projects along the Mexican
border.

MEETING IN SAN ANTONICO

But he also said that the Administration
expected business to spend most of the
money, spurred by potential earnings from
tolls and fees from the sewage and power fa-
cilities.

On Thursday and Friday, Mr. Brown said,
Clinton Cabinet members will try to drum up
commercial interest at a meeting in San An-
tonio with Mexican Cabinet ministers and
with about 400 investment bankers, engi-
neers and state officials.

The Secretary said that private companies
had ignored the potential in border invest-
ments for many years and are now recogniz-
ing it because of the proposed North Amer-
ican pact.

Others, though, guestioned some of Mr.
Brown's assumptions, including the idea that
industry would step forward to provide serv-
ices often supplied by the Government.

“If they're going to try to do this on the
cheap, my vote counts and everyone else’s
vote counts show they come up short," said
Charles Kamasaki a vice president of the Na-
tional Council of La Raza, a Hispanic advo-
cacy group that supports the trade pact.

BUDGET OFFICE'S ESTIMATE

After several months of work, the Congres-
sional Budget Office this week released a de-
tailed analysis of the prospective costs. It es-
timates that the agreement would cost $2
billion to $3 billion in tariff revenue over five
years.

The pact would also result in extra spend-
ing on worker retraining, some agricultural
programs and transportation and environ-
mental programs on the border, the budget
office said, providing few specific figures.

Another source of help is the Inter-Amer-
ican Development Bank, an institution like
the World Bank, which seeks to help poor
Western Hemisphere nations. It has quietly
offered to create a $10 billion fund for project
loans. The Federal Government would be re-
quired to contribute only $250 million of this,
and the rest would be raised through bond is-
sues, an international financial official with
a detailed knowledge of the plan said.

Representative Esteban Torres, Democrat
of California, said today that he plans to in-
troduce legislation this week to create a
North American Development Bank. The
bank would be set up with $1 billion in Fed-
eral money and would issue $5 billion in
bonds to pay for transportation, environ-
mental and community-development
projects anywhere in North America, not
just in border states.

IDEA OF LOS ANGELES ACADEMIC

Creation of that bank is the idea of Raul A.
Hinojosa-Ojeda, an assistant professor of
planning at the University of California at
Los Angeles. Mr. Hinojosa-Ojeda has strong
political ties in Washington and Mexico
City, and this combined with his connections
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with national Hispanic groups. have gained
attention for his idea in the Administration
and Congress.

Mr. Kamasaki said his group supported the
new bank partly because its proposed charter
would provide for extensive consultation
with local businesses and residents.

By making loans across the nation to com-
munities struggling to cope with inter-
national competition, the bank could also
lessen opposition to the trade agreement
from members of Congress who feel that bor-
der states will be the main beneficiaries.

Representative Robert T. Matsui, a Cali-
fornia Democrat who is organizing House
support for the trade pact, said Congres-
sional interest in the new bank was growing.
But he said that a small tax on trade across
the border might also be necessary.

Corporations bitterly oppose such a tax,
contending that it would undo part of the
benefit of tariff reductions. Mr. Matsui said
that a tax could be set as low as one-quarter
of 1 percent.

Current United States tariffs average 4
percent on Mexican goods, although a few
items, like table glassware, face tariffs up to
30 percent.

FREE TRADE: THE COSTS . . .

Lower tariff revenues.—Estimated by the
Congressional Budget Office at $2 billion to
$3 billion over five years.

Retraining of workers who lose their
jobs.—Predicted by the Clinton Administra-
tion to exceed the $1.68 billion over five
years that had been estimated by the Bush
Administration.

Extra border bridges, highways and sewage
treatment.—Commerce Secretary Ronald H.
Brown said today that it would cost §15 bil-
lion to $20 billion over the next decade.

Extra customs inspectors.—Some in Con-
gress want more staff members to prevent
drug trafficking and other smuggling.

Extra spending on agricultural programs.—
Price supports and export-finance programs
would rise slightly, according to the Con-
gressional Budget Office.

. . . AND THE POTENTIAL REVENUE SOURCES

International Boundary and Water Com-
mission.—This Mexican-American commis-
sion—whose limited authority along the bor-
der includes controlling the salinity of the
Rio Grande, approving new bridges and
maintaining boundary buoys—could issue
bonds to pay for bridges.

North American Development Bank.—A
new institution, backed by taxpayers money
from Canada, Mexico and the United States,
would issue bonds to pay for projects in
North America.

Inter-American Development Bank.—An
existing lending institution jointly con-
trolled by Western Hemisphere goverments
could create a 310 billion fund, $250 million of
which would be Federal money. The rest
could be borrowed using the bank’'s AAA
credit rating.

Flat tax on cross-border trade in goods and
services.—Critics of the proposal by Senator
Max S. Baucus and the House majority lead-
er, Representative Richard A. Gephardt, say
that it would merely replace tariffs with
taxes.

VACATION OF SPECIAL ORDER

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the special
order for the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. KiM] scheduled for today be
vacated.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

TRANSFER OF SPECIAL ORDERS

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the special or-
ders reserved for the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BoNIOR] on July 20 and
27 and August 3, 1993, be allocated to
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Ms. DELAURO].

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DARDEN). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from New
York?

There was no objection.
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COLLEGE FOOTBALL IS NO
MONEYMAKER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I have addressed the House on many
occasions on the subject of gender eq-
uity in sports. Twenty-one years ago,
Congress passed title IX, which pro-
vided an equal opportunity to men and
women in education, including athlet-
ies. Unfortunately, women still face
unequal treatment and discrimination
when it comes to college sports.

Over the past year, the argument I
have heard most often from opponents
of gender equity is that we shouldn't
touch football, because football is a big
revenue producer that funds the rest of
the athletic budget including women's
sports.

Now, I have been researching this
issue, and have found that just is not
the case. With the exception of a hand-
ful of schools, football is not a big
moneymaker. In most instances it is a
big money loser.

The most recent study of college ath-
letic budgets was performed by Prof.
Mitchell Raiborn for the NCAA. Profes-
sor Raiborn analyzed budgets and fi-
nancial trends from 1985 to 1989. A
questionaire was sent to all 803 NCAA
institutions, and 454 responded.

According to the survey, 45 percent
of the Division I-A schools reported a
deficit in their football programs. In
other words, they spent more on foot-
ball than the revenues it produced. Di-
vision I-A schools are the big schools
that you see on television. Among Di-
vision I-A schools, a whopping 94 per-
cent reported a deficit. Those are
schools like the historically black col-
leges and universities that you rarely
get to see on television. Among Divi-
sions II and III schools, 98 percent oper-
ated at a deficit.

What is perhaps even more alarming
is the trend. It appears that each year,
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fewer schools are sharing in the finan-
cial benefits, and more schools are los-
ing money. In 1981, only 24 percent of
Division I-A schools reported a deficit.
By 1985, the number was up to 31 per-
cent. By 1989, 45 percent reported a def-
icit.

It is important to note that the
amounts involved are significant.
Among the 45 percent of the Division I-
A schools reporting a deficit in their
football program, the average shortfall
was $638,000. This was up from an aver-
age of $251,000 in 1981.

How are these deficits covered? They
are paid with student activity fees,
higher tuition costs, or in the case of
public schools, taxpayer subsidies.
These costs and taxes are paid for by
men and women equally. When it
comes to covering costs and paying
taxes, gender equity has always been
with us.

Although the other major revenue
producing sport, men’s basketball, has
grown in popularity, it also presents a
bleak financial picture at most
schools. At Division I-A schools, 34 per-
cent of the schools reported a deficit in
the men’s basketball program. At Divi-
sion I-AA and Division I-AAA schools,
75 percent reported a deficit. At Divi-
sion II schools, the number was 90 per-
cent, and at Division III schools, 99 per-
cent reported a loss.

The study confirmed one fact that I
have pointed out in previous special or-
ders. In 1989, Division I-A schools spent
82 percent of their operating expenses
on men's programs and a mere 18 per-
cent on women's programs.

Right now there is an ongoing dis-
pute between the NCAA and college
football coaches over the NCAA's at-
tempt to rein in spending on football.
For example, the NCAA has proposed
an end to the practice of housing the
home team in a hotel on the night be-
fore a game. That's right—the home
team.

Iowa coach Hayden Fry, who is also
head of the American Football Coaches
Association disagrees. He was quoted
as saying, ““There are parties and a lot
of other stuff going on. I can’t say,
‘Jim, you've got to be in bed by 11." I
can't control that. They don't under-
stand that the atmosphere is different.
Our requirements are legit.”

If coach Fry cannot explain to his
players, nearly all of whom are on full
scholarship, why it is important to get
a good night’'s rest before a game, and
instead spends thousands of dollars on
hotel rooms, something seems to be
wrong with college sports. This exam-
ple must be placed in the context of
women looking for a few thousand dol-
lars to maintain their program. Women
at these same schools often have to
sleep at friends’ homes on away games,
or must sleep four to a room. Mean-
while, the football team is sleeping in
hotel rooms before home games.

So the next time you hear someone
tell you that football is funding wom-
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en's sports, ask to see the facts. The
truth is that in nearly every college,
women are paying for football.

HATE MONGERING: NOT IN OUR
BACK YARD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York, [Mrs. LOWEY]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, this
week, residents of Whitestone and Bay
Terrance, Queens, New York, found
their neighborhoods plastered with
day-glo stickers seeking recruits for
the neo-Nazi, white supermacist group,
the National Alliance. People through-
out the community were outraged, as I
am, They are tearing down the signs
and saying not in my back yard to hate
mongering.

These are racially mixed neighbor-
hoods of decent, hard-working people.
They have made a life for themselves
and now outsiders, intent on pitting
people against one another, are coming
in and trying to divide them and fuel
unrest.

There should be no mistake about it.
This group has ties to the American
Nazi Party and the Klan. They have
done too much damage already, and
they have no place in our community.

I want the National Alliance and
those with whom they are working to
hear our message loud and clear: No
hate mongering in our back yard.

TRIBUTE TO KENAN SLINIC AND
BRAVE EMERGENCY RESPONSE
TEAMS THROUGHOUT THE
WORLD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from  Pennsylvania [Mr.
WELDON] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, I take
out this special order and rise to an-
other tragic development in the con-
flict in Bosnia and Herzegovina, spe-
cifically in Sarajevo.

As many of my colleagues are aware,
approximately 2% months ago here in
the Nation’s Capital, we held the fifth
annual national fire and emergency
services dinner where we assemble all
the leaders of the emergency response
community in this country for a night
of celebrating the good work they do
and talking about their legislative pri-
orities nationally for the following
year.

At that dinner in late April we had
2,000 leaders from around the country
joined by over 200 Members from both
this body and the other body. We had
special guests including our keynote
speaker, Vice President AL GORE, but
also our special guests on that evening
were from faraway countries, the head
of the fire and emergency services from
Moscow for all of Russia, and we also
had as a special guest Kenan Slinic,
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who in fact has been the chief of the
Sarajevo fire brigade undergoing ter-
rible turmoil in that troubled land.

During the day we had a competition
down on the Mall where five Democrats
and five Republicans were assembling
for a competition that was then going
to be followed by firefighters from all
over America in a spirited competition,
and in fact, Mr. Slinic as well as the
Russian firefighters joined with my
Democrat colleagues because they were
short some Members, and in fact beat
us in the competition that occurred
that day.

In the evening, we had the dinner; we
also honored John Jordan, a volunteer
firefighter from Rhode Island who has
been going back and forth to Sarajevo
for the last several months supplying
life-safety equipment and emergency
supplies for the people of that country,
and on that evening at that event, Mr.
Slinic gave a very emotional speech to
the fire service of America where he
talked about those members of his
brave emergency response network, 10
of whom had been killed up until that
point in time, who have been risking
their lives to help protect the property
and save lives regardless of the nation-
ality of the people in Sarajevo and the
surrounding communities.

Mr. Speaker, I am inserting in the
RECORD the entire handwritten speech
of Mr. Slinic, because much of it talks
about the turmoil in his country and
the need to have the turmoil end and
stop the slaying, not just of the emer-
gency response people but of all the in-
nocent people in Bosnia and
Herzegovina and specifically in Sara-
jevo.

At the end of our dinner meeting
that night, I had special meetings with
Senator BIDEN and STENY HOYER,
cochair of the Helsinki Commission,
with Mr. Slinic to talk about his very
firsthand experiences. We, in fact, were
preparing to go over to Sarajevo in
June to deliver a planeload of supplies
to the Sarajevo fire brigade, but had to
push it back until August, because the
fire apparatus and the other equipment
had not yet been prepared. In fact, that
trip is still planned.
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Since that speech was given, three
more emergency responders have been
killed in Sarajevo. Yesterday, trag-
ically, the chief of the Sarajevo fire
brigade, Slinic, a warm, gentle man
who cared about his comrades and his
citizens, was shot behind the head
twice and assassinated.

I extend the deepest and heartfelt
sympathies of my colleagues and the
entire fire emergency network of this
country to his young wife and 6-year-
old daughter. I think all of us have to
reflect upon the situation in that trou-
bled land and renew our effort to find
some kind of solution to this terrible
turmoil.
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I insert the speech that I referred to,
for the RECORD;

Vice President Gore, Congressman Weldon,
fellow firefighters, ladies and gentlemen.

My name is Kenan Slinic. I live in Sarajevo
with my wife and 6 year old daughter.

I am commander of the Sarajevo firemen’s
brigade. Sarajevo is my country’s capital.

In 1992 my country B/H became the young-
est member in the United Nations family of
nations.

On April 5, 1992 war came to my country,
my city, and my people. Sarajevo and other
cities of B/H were put under seige.

For one year, now Serbian artillery and
rockets have rained death on Sarajevo.

Their shells have destroyed churches,
mosques, and temples. They have killed
Christians, Moslems, Jews, and others.

My brigade had 300 men one year ago. They
are men like you.

In one year of war, 10 have been killed and
38 wounded. The Sarajevo fire brigade has re-
sponded to over 1,500 fires while under mili-
tary fire in this war.

Firemen are the specific targets of anti-
aircraft and machine gun fire.

Serbian forces say they are fighting
against Moslems. They say Christians and
others are not safe in B/H.

To know the truth I ask you to speak to
the Rhode Island volunteer group, your own
firemen who have fought fires with us in Sa-
rajevo.

They will tell you of Sarajevo’s 500 year
history of racial ethnic and religious diver-
sity.

They will tell you of churches, temples and
mosques—side by side. They will tell of the
men of the Sarajevo firemen's brigade who
are Serb, Muslem, Croat, Jew and others, all
praying to their gods and all looking to
America, the most powerful democratic and
diverse of nations to help our young nation
to a free and democratic future for all its
citizens.

In closing I would like to thank my host,
Congressman WELDON for inviting me to this
caucus.

And am especially grateful to the coura-
geous American fireman Mr. John Jordan
and his team, who saved our citizens directly
and who saw and suffered a part of the horror
in our lives.

I hope that I will be able to attend the next
national Fire and Emergency Services din-
ner under much better circumstances for my
country.

Thank you and God bless.

UPDATE ON NORTH AMERICAN
FREE-TRADE AGREEMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I realized
that it is 6:22 here in Washington and
many of our colleagues have already
left to return to their districts. But I
felt compelled to take this special
order out this evening in order to re-
spond to a number of things that we
said here on the House floor last night
as I was given a little time to challenge
some of the points that had been made
by my colleagues concerning the North
American Free-Trade Agreement.

So I decided this evening to try to re-
spond to a few of those points and to
talk, specifically, about that treaty.
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Mr, Speaker, it is no secret that I am
standing here alone without any of my
colleagues here in the House Chamber.
What I would like to do is to welcome
any of my colleagues who would like to
come over and either join in and par-
ticipate in support of the things that I
am saying or, and frankly more impor-
tant, I would like any of those who are
opponents to the North American Free-
Trade Agreement to come and chal-
lenge me on any of the points that I am
going to be making in the next few
minutes.

This is really a goal that I believe we
should need to have here; that is, a free
exchange of ideas on this very, very
hotly debated and now rather con-
troversial issue; and that is, the imple-
mentation of the North American Free-
Trade Agreement.

As I have said repeatedly here from
this well and at the desk there, I hap-
pen to believe that reducing trade bar-
riers is clearly the wave of the future.
And if we are going to enhance the op-
portunity for U.S. workers to produce
more, we have to do it through exports.

As we look at the past several years,
the overwhelming majority of eco-
nomic growth which has taken place in
this country has been through exports.
So I am concerned about creating jobs
in the United States of America, and I
am also concerned about an issue
which is very near and dear to me as a
Californian; and that is, the flight of il-
legal immigrants coming across the
border from Mexico into the United
States. That clearly is one of the most
pressing problems that we have in Cali-
fornia, because due to the fact that we
here in Washington impose unfunded
Federal mandates on State and local
Governments, we basically tell them
what they have to do, without provid-
ing the resources for them; so Califor-
nians are shouldering the cost of pro-
viding welfare, health care, criminal
justice, education, and a wide range of
other services for people who have en-
tered this country illegally. And it is
costing people in my State of Califor-
nia literally billions of dollars.

These concerns have played a key
role in leading me to believe that im-
plementation of the North American
Free-Trade Agreement will get to the
root of these problems. I supported
strongly the amendment offered by my
colleagues, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MOORHEAD], and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER],
and others last week to increase the
border patrol. I think that we should
strengthen our border patrol so that
people do not come across illegally.
But, clearly, people will find a way to
penetrate that border. What we need to
do, in getting to the root of that prob-
lem, is do everything that we possibly
can to ensure that they have an incen-
tive to stay at home.

As we look at the reason people flee
Mexico and come to the United States,
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there really is only one, and it is eco-
nomic opportunity, whether it is a job
or whether it is these welfare services
to which I have referred.

What we need to do is realize that
many people come from Mexico across
the border to make money to send back
home to their families.

So, one of the things that is very im-
portant for us to do is not to provide
United States dollars in foreign aid to
the Mexican Government, but play a
role in strengthening our relationship
between the two countries, which will
lift the economy of Mexico and lead
people who might today feel inclined to
come illegally into the United States
to seek employment opportunities to
send those dollars back home, to in-
stead stay in Mexico as job opportuni-
ties are created.

Now, last night as I was engaging in
the exchange with my colleagues,
Messrs, BONIOR, BROWN, and Mrs. BENT-
LEY and Ms. KAPTUR here in the Cham-
ber, there were a number of issues
raised, and one of those was discussed
by Ms. KAPTUR of Toledo, OH, who re-
ferred to the fact that many United
States businesses have flowed from the
United States to Mexico. She is abso-
lutely right. I am the first to admit
that we have seen many businesses
leave the United States and Mexico. Do
you know what? There is nothing today
at all that exists that would prevent
United States businesses from moving
from this country to Mexico.

Let me say that again: The status
quo, if we leave everything as it is
today and do not implement NAFTA,
there is nothing that prevents United
States businesses from leaving the
United States and going to Mexico.

Now, there are a wide range of rea-
sons as to why businesses leave the
United States and go to Mexico or to
other parts of the world. I would like
to take a few minutes to go through
some of the reasons why businesses
move.

There are basically three major rea-
sons that a company would consider
producing overseas: They are, No. 1, ex-
panding sales in a current export mar-
ket, basically moving from this coun-
try to Mexico so that they can take ad-
vantage of the 88-million-strong con-
sumers who are there in Mexico.

The second reason is the opportunity
to penetrate a new foreign market.

And the third is to reduce their oper-
ating costs.

Now, the majority of United States-
owned factories in Mexico have been
located there for the first two reasons
that I have mentioned. In fact, over 70
percent of the production of American-
owned manufacturing plants in Mexico
produce items that are sold in Mexico,
not items that are exported back to the
United States. One of the things that
we constantly hear from opponents of
NAFTA is that U.S. businesses move to
take advantage of what they call 58-
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cents-an-hour labor—and it is nothing
near that. The average wage rate for
those in the manufacturing industry in
Mexico is $2.35 an hour. And yet the
American worker is at least five times
more productive.

But there are many who will argue
that they move to Mexico so that they
can sell those goods back into the
United States. The fact of the matter
is that 70 percent of those items pro-
duced by American-owned manufactur-
ing companies in Mexico are sold in
Mexico.
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Now, if a company is interested in
lowering their costs of production,
what is it that they look for? Obvi-
ously, wages and the burdens of exces-
sive regulations are important, but
they are really only the tip of the ice-
berg, Mr. Speaker. There are many
other considerations.

First, access to markets, to which I
referred. Manufacturers need to be able
to ship their products to market, re-
spond to rapid changes in demand and
service and provide service for their
products. Each of these costs goes up
as production is moved away from the
final market.

It is a benefit to produce in the Unit-
ed States because the United States is
the largest sales market. So it seems
to me there are many businesses that
are going to want to remain in the
United States, and probably the best
example came in a joint announcement
that we received here a couple weeks
ago from General Motors and the Unit-
ed Auto Workers when they decided to
move a plant from Mexico back to Lan-
sing, MI. They are building the Chev-
rolet Cavaliers and other vehicles,
moving those from Mexico back to
Lansing, ML

Why? Because they realize that it is
best for them to be closest to their
largest sales market, and they also
know that the American worker is five
times more productive than the worker
in Mexico.

Access to resources is also very im-
portant., Most production involves
some raw materials, energy commod-
ities, or standard energy commodities,
or standard products used in manufac-
turing. Access to these resources and
supplies, along with transportation
costs, is something that a business
must also take into consideration.

Most factors of production other
than labor are much cheaper in the
United States. For example, energy
and transportation costs in Mexico are
extremely high.

The third point is the guality and
cost of infrastructure. Government
must extend water, sewer and power to
the location of a new plant, and the
costs of those services are very impor-
tant considerations that a business
must make,

The cost and availability of land are
also very important. Mexico is very far
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behind the United States when it
comes to the issue of industrial infra-
structure.

Also, the fourth point, transportation
infrastructure itself, the proximity to
direct service airlines and major trade
centers is very important, as are qual-
ity road and rail networks to keep
transportation costs and delays down.

All forms of transportation infra-
structure, road, rail, air, and sea, are
much more developed in the United
States This lowers U.S. transportation
costs and clearly increases reliability.

The proximity to retail suppliers, re-
liable suppliers. Companies must be
able to acquire telecommunications
service, machinery, supplies and trans-
portation, along with financial and
other information services. Most Amer-
ican firms have extensive supplier net-
works in the United States, most of
which cannot easily be replaced and
which cannot relocate. Therefore, they
stay together in the United States.

The sixth point, exchange rate costs.
Fluctuating exchange rates or the in-
ability to easily shift capital in and
out of a country can cause very serious
disruptions in business. Conversely,
companies desire investments in coun-
tries with stable currencies.

Now, doing extensive business in
Mexico with the peso is historically
risky, considering that there have
often been controls on exchanging
pesos into dollars and taking profits
out of Mexico.

The seventh point, government poli-
cies. Time is money, and dealing with
inefficient, corrupt or intrusive local
state and national government bu-
reauncracies can be very costly. Unfor-
tunately, the Clinton administration
may eliminate all advantages here.

The eighth point that I would like to
make, education, training, and skills of
labor. If workers cannot read, write, or
do math, their skills may not match
the level required of the new industry.
Mexican workers are clearly much less,
often five to six times less, as I was
saying, productive than the American
worker.

Work practices and work ethics.
Companies cannot assume labor abroad
is the exact same as labor at home.
There are different senses of time and
work. For example, workers in Mexico
expect their plants to shut down for
the hottest hours every day.

Also, speaking the same language is
a tremendous plus.

When all these factors are consid-
ered, most American firms determine
that producing in the United States is
clearly the best deal.

Now, this whole issue of trying to
gain access to markets and seeing com-
panies move from the United States to
Mexico to export back here really is a
red herring when you think about the
fact that the goal of the North Amer-
ican Free-Trade Agreement is to bring
that tariff ultimately down to a zero
rate.
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Now, the average tariff, as I have
said here many times before, on United
States goods going into Mexico today
is 10 percent. The average tariff on
Mexican goods coming into the United
States is only 4 percent. So it seems to
me that we have to realize with a 2%
times higher tariff moving that rate
down to zero is going to greater en-
hance the opportunity for us to sell in
Mexico, meaning that any companies
that have felt compelled to move to
Mexico to take advantage of that labor
force to sell things back into the Unit-
ed States will not have the need to do
that whatsoever, or to have to move to
Mexico to take advantage of the 88 mil-
lion Mexican consumers, will not need
to do so.

Why? Because we will have a zero
tariff, so U.S. businesses will not have
to move into Mexico so that they can
have access to the Mexican market.
They will be able to remain right here
in the United States, take advantage of
that zero tariff, and providing goods
and services to those 88 million Mexi-
can consumers.

Now, one other item that was raised
last night that has been of great con-
cern and we continually hear it, 58
cents an hour is the wage rate for
Mexican workers. Clearly, that is not
the case. People do not work in Mexico
for that wage rate. The average wage
rate in the manufacturing industry,
and this was challenged to me last
night when I was here on the floor, is
$2.35 an hour. This is actually informa-
tion that came from the Department of
Labor.

Now, we also have to realize there
are a wide range of benefits that are
provided to the Mexican workers that
are not provided to American workers.

As we look at the goal of trying to
have the United States compete inter-
nationally, and again I congratulate
our U.S. Trade Representative, Mr.
Kantor, and President Clinton for seek-
ing a goal of trying to reduce trade
barriers internationally so that we can
benefit the American worker with
greater opportunities for exporting the
goods that they manufacturer and ben-
efit the American consumers so that
they can in fact buy the best quality
product at the lowest possible price,
the direction we are headed in is a very
positive one.

There was a meeting that was held
just yesterday, sponsored by the Atlan-
tic Monthly. Two of the participants
were the former U.S. Trade Represent-
ative, Ambassador Carla Hills and the
present TU.S. Ambassador Mickey
Kantor. One of the questions that was
posed was what is the major difference
in trade policy between the U.S. Gov-
ernment under the Bush administra-
tion and under the Clinton administra-
tion?

I was very pleased to see that we are
seeing a continuation under the Clin-
ton administration of a policy of trying
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to diminish those trade barriers so that
we can take advantage of greater ex-
ports and benefit the American
consumer.

Mr. Speaker, one of the other items
that was raised last night that con-
cerns me greatly was this point that
was made about the corruption within
the Mexican Government. My col-
leagues were providing some very trag-
ic instances, and I am very sympa-
thetic with the concerns that were
raised as it relates to the standard of
living for many of the workers there,
human rights violations which have
taken place in Mexico.

Let me say again for the record, as I
said here last night. I am in no way an
apologist for human rights violations
for a government which would relegate
its people to substandard levels of liv-
ing and environmental quality. I do not
support those things.

I happen to believe that implementa-
tion of NAFTA is clearly going to help
us address all those items.

Now, some have said, I think it was
my friend, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. BROWN] who said that Mr, Salinas
is simply complying with things like
establishing a government-sponsored
human rights monitoring organization
so that he can gain the support of the
United States and the Canadian Gov-
ernment and the rest of the inter-
national community for implementa-
tion of the North American Free-Trade
Agreement.
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Well, quite frankly, whatever the
reason is, if it is a goal of trying to ex-
pand trade opportunities, and they are
working to improve the human rights
situation and other problems that exist
in Mexico, I congratulate them for
that. It is a positive sign.

As we look at that acronym that we
have used, NAFTA, the North Amer-
ican Free-Trade Agreement, the most
important word there is the middle
word, the word that comes after
“North America' and the word that
comes before ‘‘Trade Agreement.” It is
“Free.” We have to realize that the
goal is to expand freedom.

Now, it we have this free trade tak-
ing place, clearly there are going to be
fewer opportunities for the kinds of
corruption which we have seen in the
past take place. Why? Because there is
going to be greater access and exposure
to the American market, to the U.S.
market.

Mr. Speaker, one of the points that
needs to be made, which has been
raised by a number of critics of the
North American Free-Trade Agree-
ment, is that once we get into it there
is no way we can get out of it if there
are problems. Well, frankly people
should look at the agreement. Any of
the three countries involved, Canada,
the United States or Mexico, have the
opportunity to withdraw from that
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agreement at any time that major con-
cerns are raised.

Now one of the things that we have
also seen in the past is a one-party sys-
tem of government, and last night my
colleagues were talking about the fact
that since 1928, when we saw the begin-
nings of the nationalization of the oil
industry in Mexico under the Institu-
tional Party, Institutional Revolution-
ary Party, which was founded by Mr.
Cardinas, the father of the Presidential
candidate who was running in Mexico,
we have seen all kinds of corruption,
all kinds of problems in Mexico, and I
am the first to admit that it is very
bad and very wrong, and I said here
last night that in the early 1980's,
under President Jose Lopez Portillo,
we saw the arm of the Institutional
Revolutionary Party growing even
longer, extending into the banking in-
dustry, nationalizing industries, hav-
ing this one-party government take
control of industries which up to that
point had been in private hands. But as
we looked at the mid-1980's through the
end of the last decade, now into the
early and approaching the middle
1990’s, we have seen dramatic improve-
ment.

Now the Institutional Revolutionary
Party has been in control of the presi-
dency and the legislature since 1928.
The fact of the matter is we have now
seen a wide range of other candidates
win in local elective office, win in gov-
ernorships in Mexico, and we have also
see, as I was saying last night, a great
level of privatization. President Miguel
de la Madrid, who was the last Presi-
dent of Mexico, in 1985 and 1986 began
moving on this road toward privatiza-
tion, which is a very positive sign.

And 1 was asked here last night to
proclaim that the election of President
Carlos Salinas de Gortari was, in fact,
a free and fair election. I cannot stand
here and made that claim, but I cannot
say that it was not, and I should also
say that the prime opposition party in
Mexico, the National Action Party, the
PAM, the PAM Party, was a party
which made the case throughout its ex-
istence of exactly what President Sali-
nas has been doing.

The PAM Party is, quite frankly
from my perspective, like the Repub-
lican Party here. The Republican
Party, and I do not mean to make this
at all partisan here, I say to my very
good friend from Sacramento, but the
Republican Party and the PAM Party
do have in common the fact that they
have as their platform less govern-
ment, a free economy, those kinds of
things which are major planks of our
platform, and, while I know there are
many thinking Democrats who pursue
those goals, the Republican Party
frankly has that as its main, main goal
and main planks of its platform, and
frankly, the National Action Party of
Mexico has that, too.

President Salinas throughout his
Presidency, as he has moved for privat-
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ization of the telephone industry, the
banking industry, a wide range of other
industries, has in fact lessened the con-
trol of the Government and his party,
the Institutional Revolutionary Party,
on those industries, and they have done
the kinds of things that the prime op-
position party, the PAM Party in Mex-
ico, has called for for a number of
years.

So, Mr. Speaker, the point I would
make is I am not going to certify the
elections of Mexico and say how per-
fect they are, but I will say this: If we
want to see improvement, which we
have seen over the past several years,
much of that improvement has taken
place because of the prospect of imple-
menting a North American Free-Trade
Agreement.

Several months ago there was an ar-
ticle in Reason magazine which went
through about six pages harshly criti-
cizing the North American Free-Trade
Agreement pointing to the many flaws
that exist in that agreement, and yet
the last four paragraphs of that Reason
magazine article point to the fact that
with all the problems that exist with
NAFTA it is light-years ahead of the
status quo, and so, as I listen to so
many of my colleagues who have con-
sistently stood here in the well and
talked about how we cannot allow
NAFTA to be implemented, we must
ask them this question: Is the status
quo better than implementing a North
American Free-Trade Agreement?

And, Mr. Speaker, I am very happy to
be joined here by my very good friend
from Sacramento, CA, a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means and the
Trade Subcommittee which had the
great opportunity to have me testify
before it earlier this week, and the gen-
tleman seems to have survived my tes-
timony before the Trade Subcommit-
tee, and at this point I am happy to
yield to one of the strongest advocates
of free trade and diminishing barriers,
including the barriers, including the
barrier that exists between Mexico and
the United States,

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DREIER] for having this special order
tonight, and I am very pleased to be
able to join him and participate in this
special order on NAFTA.

I have to say to the gentleman that I
appreciate his remarks in particular
because there has been so much misin-
formation regarding NAFTA, and I
guess one of the problems and the rea-
son this exists is because, when Presi-
dent Bush completed the NAFTA
agreement, it was in August of 1992,
not quite 12 months ago, and, as my
colleague knows, the Members of Con-
gress were on recess, the American
public was focussing finally on the
election process, the Democrats just
had their convention in July, and the
Republicans were in convention in the
month of August, and then we came
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back in September. Members were fo-
cusing on getting out of session, com-
pleting the budget, and then the gen-
eral election, the Presidential election,
and then after the election on Novem-
ber 6, the focus became the transition,
and then from the transition we went
into the period of the President being
inaugurated into office. And now we
have been preoccupied with the budget,
so there really has not been a focus on
the NAFTA and what it really all
means and, when one thinks about
NAFTA, what it is really all about.

Mr. Speaker, it is reducing tariffs.
For every $4 of tariffs that the United
States imposes on Mexico's products
coming into the United States, Mexico
has $10 worth of tariffs on products of
the United States going into Mexico. It
is a 10-to-4 relationship, or Mexican
tariffs are 2% times larger than the
tariffs in the United States, and basi-
cally what this agreement does is, over
a 15-year period, a 15-year period, re-
duces tariffs on both sides of the border
to zero. That is exactly what the
NAFTA does. It is certainly in the
favor of the United States.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, the CEO of IBM
Corp., Louis Gester, who just took over
and, as my colleagues know, that com-
pany is downsizing now, and they are
going through some problems, but they
are going to make it. Louis Gester met
with me about a month ago, and he
said, ““You know, the Mexicans want
our computers, They want IBM com-
puters. But the Japanese, and the
French, and the Germans are all going
in there at the same time, and, as you
know, once you buy a computer prod-
uect, you usually stay with that brand
unless you're really dissatisfied,” and
he said, ‘*My concern is that we're
probably going to have to open up an
IBM plant in Mexico because right now
Mexico has a 25-percent and ad valorem
tariff on any computers going into
Mexico, and we can’t afford that cost.”
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So he says, ‘‘We will probably have to
open up a plant in Mexico in order to
compete with the Japanese and Ger-
mans and other countries. But if you
pass NAFTA, I won't have to do that,
because within 24 months after NAFTA
is signed into law, that 25-percent tar-
iff goes down to zero.” He says, ‘‘In
that case, I can stay in the United
States, build the computers here, and
ship them for nothing in terms of a tar-
iff.”

Almost every business in America
will gain in terms of their exports into
Mexico as result of this agreement.

Mr. DREIER. I would like to under-
score one important point that my
friend has just made, and that is, you
know, we so often hear that the Mexi-
can people cannot afford United States
goods.

Mr. MATSUI Let me respond to
that. What is ironic, just last night I
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heard part of the debate, and there is a
sense that Mexico is this undeveloped
country with mass poverty like Soma-
lia.

The Japanese on a per capita basis
today buy $400 worth of United States
goods a year. For each Japanese in
Japan they buy $400 worth of United
States goods a year.

Mexicans buy 3380 per year per capita
in United States goods. So they are
only $20 short of the Japanese.

Mr. DREIER. And most people cer-
tainly think that the people of Japan
have a higher standard of living than
the people of Mexico.

Mr. MATSUIL Exactly. If we assist
the Mexicans in the sense of helping
them open up their markets and be-
come a free market economy, they will
probably triple that in the next 10
years, and maybe guadruple that. This
agreement is really to the advantage of
the United States.

Mr. DREIER. If I could make one
more point on that particular item,
and that is one of the things I have
found, where we represent a border
state, having been in Mexico, is that
the Mexican people clearly want to
have the opportunity to acquire United
States-manufactured goods. It is some-
thing that is greatly desired by them.

Mr. MATSUIL If I may also just state
that there has been predications both
ways, a number of different ways, in
terms of how many jobs will be cre-
ated, and this really comes down to an
issue of job creation.

Almost every credible study indi-
cates that this will create anywhere
from half a million jobs, maybe up to a
million jobs. Conservative studies show
that it will create 200,000 jobs over the
next 5 to 10 years. So there is just no
question that this is in the interest of
the United States.

I might point out that I would ask

Members to read this recent CBO paper
and CBO study. The CBO study came
out in July of this year, from the Con-
gressional Budget Office, a nonpartisan
study that indicates this will create
jobs. It is a net plus to the United
States over the next decade in terms of
our gross domestic product. So this
agreement has a lot of misunderstand-
ings.
If I may just make one additional
comment, there is always this talk
about job loss. What is ironic is when-
ever you hear a Member or anyone talk
about job losses of jobs going into Mex-
ico, it is happening now. It is happen-
ing now without NAFTA.

The reason it is happening without
NAFTA is because right now what is
going on is that when companies want
to go down there, they can go down
there. We are not going to stop invest-
ments from going off of our borders or
off of our shores. So what they are
talking about is a current existing sit-
uation. NAFTA has nothing to do with
the fact that there are companies down
there.
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In fact, one interesting thing is that
the big three auto companies want to
sell cars in Mexico. Well, the Mexican
government, without NAFTA, said,
‘‘Before you can do that, you have to
build plants in Mexico."” So that is why
there are some big three auto plants
down there. It is not because they want
to go down there; it is because they
were asked to do it before they could
sell their products. Essentially that
would not have happened had we had a
free trade agreement with the Mexi-
cans.

Mr. DREIER. As I was saying a few
minutes ago before our friend joined us
here, the decision by the United Auto
Workers and General Motors to move
their plant from Mexico back to Lan-
sing, MI, was based in large part on the
fact that the American worker is at
least five times more productive than
the Mexican worker, but also the op-
portunity that they will have with a
zero tariff to sell automobiles manu-
factured in the United States in that
Mexican market. I think that point
needs to be made here, that as we have
listened to all the problems that people
have discussed as it relates to Mexico
and the rhetoric that has come out
over the past several weeks and
months, we have to realize that while
we constantly believe we are buying all
these cheap goods from Mexico, that in
1985 we had a $4.9 billion trade deficit
with Mexico. We in fact were buying
$4.9 billion more in goods and services
from Mexico than they were buying
from us.

Yet, as this privatization to which I
was referring earlier has taken place,
privatization of the banking industry,
these tremendous moves which have
taken place, and maintenance of basi-
cally the current tariff structure, it
has not changed dramatically—there
has been some improvement, but not
dramatically over the past few years—
we have seen us move from that $4.9
billion trade deficit to a nearly $6 bil-
lion trade surplus last year.

Basically, these people, who are so
impoverished and cannot afford to buy
any U.S. goods, as opponents of NAFTA
like to say, bought $6 billion more in
goods from the United States than we
bought from them.

Mr. MATSUI I appreciate the gen-
tleman bringing that up, because we
have a trade surplus that will grow
with continuing trade with Mexico.

Let me just make two points, be-
cause I know you have other gentlemen
that would like to comment.

Mr. DREIER. I hope the gentleman
will stay with us, because we would
like to have an exchange of ideas here.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, we have
heard concern about the environment.
Whenever we talk about NAFTA, peo-
ple say, ‘‘Look at the environment.
Look at what is happening right now
down there in Mexico,"

Well, the way we deal with this issue
is by having NAFTA. Then the United
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States will be able to have supple-
mental agreements. You might have a
border development bank that we are
talking about now. That is the way you
clean up the borders, by having a rela-
tionship, an economic relationship.

Second, also it helps because you are
going to raise the standard of living of
the Mexicans, just as you help our
economy. As a result of that, the Mexi-
cans will want to put some of those re-
sources into environmental quality,
into environmental cleanup.

Last, and I think this is important as
well, although the issue is jobs, we
really have to focus on jobs. This will
create jobs. But in addition to that,
there is the immigration problem. If
the Mexican standard of living in-
creases, you will not see the flow of im-
migrants coming into the United
States.

We heard last night in terms of the
fact that it was said that Mexico is a
dictatorship. President Salinas, who is
a Harvard grad—and I guess we could
hold that against him—but he is a Har-
vard grad, he knows the United States
well. He wants a country that is demo-
cratic. He wants a country that is a
free market like the United States and
a democratic country. He has taken a
major political risk at this time by
supporting and strongly pushing
NAFTA, because what he wants to do is
open up his markets, open up this
country to the liberal philosophy that
we have in terms of the free expression
of free ideas. And the only way he is
going to get that is by having continu-
ing trade and a flourishing economy in
his country.

Mr. DREIER. I would argue that one
of the reasons that President Salinas
has taken this bold risk of supporting a
North American Free-Trade Agreement
is that as you look at some of the other
risks that he has taken, he has had a
great deal of success with them: that
move towards privatization, where the
government got out of a wide range of
industries; looking at the improvement
of the environment by passing in 1988
the toughest environmental laws mod-
eled after ours, closing down the larg-
est refinery in Mexico City, which
forced 5,000 Mexican workers out of
work so that he could improve the
quality of life in Mexico City. He was
heralded or taking those risky, con-
troversial moves. I think that laid the
groundwork for him to take this tough
and bold, very positive move, which
clearly is the wave of the future.

At this point I would like to yield to
my friend from Orange County, and I
would like to ask him a couple of ques-
tions. Then I would like to ask a couple
of questions of my friend from Sac-
ramento.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 1
would like to support both of my col-
leagues. I think it is notable that we
have Members here from both parties.
My colleague, Mr. MATSUI, presented to
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us a Congressional Budget Office study.
For those who are listening to this
presentation, let us note that the Con-
gressional Budget Office, no one has
ever accused it on this side of the aisle
of being this bastion of business and
bastion of capitalism. In fact, if we
were going to think that there would
be any bias in the Congressional Budg-
et Office study on an issue like this
dealing with a commercial treaty, we
would think it would be skewed in the
other direction.

So the fact that it shows there is
going to be growth in jobs in the Unit-
ed States and it will be helpful to our
economy indicates and underscores
that this is truly going to be a positive
factor for the United States of America
and for employment in the United
States of America.

Also I was very, very pleased to hear
the discussion about the environment.
Just on theory, before you go into spe-
cifics on Mexico, I want to note that
Mexico's environment has been dam-
aged greatly during the years when the
economy in Mexico was so bad.

Many of the things they point to in
Mexico to say look how terrible the en-
vironment is are things that happened
not under Mr. Salinas’ administration,
but things that happened when the
economy in Mexico was sinking.

All over the world we find that when
you have industrialization and growth
in the economy, that is when those
countries can afford to invest in the
modern technology that reduces pollu-
tion and reduces the threat to the envi-
ronment.
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Mr. DREIER. If I may interject on
that one point, some of those who were
criticizing NAFTA here last night said
that Mexico has the greatest laws on
the books and yet they do not enforce
them.

One of the things that I have been
told by Herminio Blanco, who is the
chief negotiator on the North Amer-
ican Free-Trade Agreement on behalf
of the Mexican Government, is that,
yes, it is very tough for them to regu-
late these heavy industries that, as the
gentleman from  California [Mr.
ROHRABACHER] has said, grew under a
government system that was more cor-
rupt, less concerned about environ-
mental quality.

So what they have said is that about
the only way that they can really im-
prove the environmental quality is
through NAFTA, because obviously, as
we increase the standard of living, the
demand for a cleaner environment on
the part of a wealthier, more successful
people will be enhanced. And what we
will see, of course, is that new indus-
tries coming in will be better equipped
to comply with those environmental
regulations which now some older,
heavier industries could never comply
with whatsoever.
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. Because the
wealth does not exist. Unless you have
an upward growing economy, the
wealth will not exist to invest in the
technology which will solve these pol-
lution problems.

Unfortunately, Mexico, over the last
40 years, has suffered under adminis-
trations that were corrupt and often
incompetent. And quite often, in order
to excuse their corruption and incom-
petence, they would stir up hatred
against the United States of America.

At last we have an administration in
Mexico that is trying their very hard-
est to work with the United States so
that we can work in cooperation so
that both our countries will progress. I
think the worst possible signal we
could send to the world is that when at
least you have an administration that
is attempting to reform, that has been
s0 long overdue in Mexico, that Amer-
ica slaps it down.

If that happens, what is going to hap-
pen to Mexico at that point? What will
happen to their economy? For the last
few years, the economy has been grow-
ing because of the reforms. If we slap
the reformers down, it will be back to
the old ways. Talk about an illegal
alien problem. Then when the economy
is on the downturn in Mexico, talk
about environmental problems, when
their economy goes into a downturn
because they have thrown out the re-
formers.

Mr. DREIER. What kind of signal
does that send in this hemisphere when
the United States of America is more
than willing to embark on a free-trade
agreement with Israel, on a free-trade
agreement with Canada? And yet, our
southern neighbor, right at our border,
we will not embark on a trade agree-
ment there. When we look at the hun-
dreds of millions of people who live in
this hemisphere, in the Americas, it is
imperative for us to not stick our head
in the sand. It is imperative for us to
try and figure out ways in which all
countries in this region can take ad-
vantage of markets and labor.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. This would be
worse.

Mr. MATSUI I would like to add to
that, because it almost borders on par-
anoia for people to be concerned about
the Mexican economy. I hear people
say that they are not competitive. Our
time was in the past, and we cannot
compete with the Mexicans.

People have to understand that the
Mexican economy is just 2 percent of
what the United States economy is.
They have 80 million people; we have
250 million people. But their economy
is only about 2 percent of our economy.

Mr. DREIER. There are so many peo-
ple here in this country who are abso-
lutely scared to death about that.

Mr. MATSUIL What we see, what I en-
vision is over the next 20 years a mar-
ket that wants to grow. And this is
where United States products will
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come in: automobiles, high-technology
equipment, computers, you name it,
the Mexicans will want our equipment
and our manufacturing base. It is just
going to be a very positive element of
growth.

In fact, it is one of the few elements
of growth in California, as the gen-
tleman from California know.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. If their econ-
omy continues to grow, which we all
hope and pray that it will, who will be
selling them those computers, those
automobiles, the hospital equipment?
In Orange County, we have a tremen-
dous industry in hospital technology.
Who will be selling that technology,
that equipment, those machines, those
products that are produced with high-
quality American jobs?

Mr. DREIER. And the environmental
technology that is going to be de-
manded there is another growing in-
dustry.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Who will sell
those things? If we slap down the
NAFTA treaty, that means the United
States will be competing on an equal
footing with our foreign competitors in
Europe and in Asia. If we, instead, have
a free-trade agreement with Mexico, as
the Mexican economy grows, we will be
supplying those needs from within the
tariff barriers instead of having to
compete with our competitors outside
of the tariff barriers.

It is a formula. It is a win-win for-
mula for Mexico and the United States.

Mr. DREIER. I think that is one of
the most important points that needs
to be made here. There are s0 many
who look at the issue of trade and be-
lieve that it is a zero-sum game. It is
not a zero-sum game. It is a win-win
situation for us.

As we look at the European Commu-
nity, and a number of Members last
night were talking about the difficulty
in negotiating amongst some of the
wealthier countries in Western Europe,
countries like Spain, Portugal, and
Greece, where wage rates were signifi-
cantly lower.

Quite frankly, we have to realize that
there was a beneficial arrangement
that was embarked upon, phased in as
this package will be phased in over a
period of time. So it has been a win-
win. But as we look at that powerful
emerging market there and then as we
look to the Pacific rim, where we see
countries unifying in free-trade agree-
ments, one of the things that has to be,
if you look down at South America and
see Argentina and Brazil, the unifica-
tion that is taking place among South
American countries, how we in the
United States can believe that we can
stand here, pound our chests, stick our
heads in the sand and say that we are
going to be totally self-sufficient and
not realize that the tremendous growth
which this country has enjoyed over
the past several years has come over-
whelmingly due to exports to so many
of those markets.
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. The statistics
that you mentioned earlier, a $6 billion
surplus today versus a nearly $5 billion
deficit only a few years ago. If that can
be attributed directly to a Mexican
economy that is now growing and an
administration that is reaching out to
have a cooperative relationship with
the United States, as the gentleman
from California [Mr. MATSUI] stated,
that the Mexican economy is so small
now, so if it continues to grow, what a
tremendous amount of new jobs will be
created here as Mexico grows and we
are providing them with computers.
And we are providing them with the of-
fice equipment and we are providing
them with the heavy machinery and
the bulldozers, et cetera, that they
need to build a stronger and bigger
economy.

That growth, that change around
from a $b billion deficit to a $6 billion
surplus was done in a very short period
of time simply because the Mexican
economy began to grow. The reformers
were on the ascendancy. If we can look
forward to that type of change in the
next 20 years, what a tremendous im-
pact it will have on our society.

Mr. DREIER. Absolutely. We know
full-well that there are other countries
in Latin America who are closely
watching the negotiating process and
the activities here in the U.S. Congress
as it relates to NAFTA. Why? Because
they want to be able to take advantage
of markets and provide labor them-
selves. They want to see the kind of ex-
change that they can embark upon
with the United States throughout
Central America and other parts of
South America.

Mr. MATSUI. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, what he says is cor-
rect. Not only about Latin America
watching us on this NAFTA issue but
also the Europeans and the Japanese.

As you know, the President was in
Tokyo last week. And he came up with
a framework with the Prime Minister
of Japan, and that will be further nego-
tiated, trying to open up the Japanese
markets.

Now, if we turn NAFTA down, I can
tell you, the Japanese will not con-
tinue mnegotiating with the United
States. So what is ironic is that it is in
the interest of those Members that rep-
resent the Rust Belt to actually sup-
port NAFTA.,

First of all, it will not hurt their re-
gion but, second, it will make the
President stronger in terms of his ne-
gotiations in opening up the Japanese
market.

In addition to that, as you know, the
GATT negotiations, even though we
made major strides in terms of some of
the tariff reductions and market open-
ing provisions at the Tokyo round just
last week, some of the tough decisions
still have to be made.

For example, the French, on the agri-
cultural subsidies issue, many of the
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French political leaders are worried
that they have offended their agricul-
tural base, political base in France. If
we do not pass NAFTA, the French are
going to say, ‘Why should we stick our
necks out on GATT?'" That will jeop-
ardize the GATT discussions.

So the NAFTA issue is one in which
the world, in addition to Latin Amer-
ica, the world is looking at the United
States in terms of our leadership.

Mr. DREIER. That is a very good
point that my friend makes. I think we
need to reiterate that one more time.

If you look at the prospect of any
kind of international trade agreement
in which the United States of America
hopes to participate, then rejection of
NAFTA will basically say the word of
the United States is basically worth-
less.

0 1910

We will have embarked on this agree-
ment, we will have, in good faith, nego-
tiated it with Canada and Mexico, and
then people here in the United States
decided to just throw it out the win-
dow. Other countries will say, ‘‘Gosh,
why should we sit down with these peo-
ple, who basically do not keep their
word and basically do not want to pro-
ceed on the road toward reducing the
tariff barriers that exist?"’

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DREIER. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
the flip side of this same argument
that the gentleman is making, one side
is if we turn it down, we have lost
credibility, but on the other side, if we
succeed with Mexico, it gives us tre-
mendous leverage in negotiating with
the Japanese and others who now know
we do not need them as much, because
we have a free trade zone here on the
North American Continent that can
match in resources and in human po-
tential any trade zone in the world, in-
cluding the EC and including what we
can face in Asia.

The fact is, it will give our nego-
tiators tremendous leverage in dealing
with potential customers, and we can
get a better deal on the next negotia-
tion.

Mr. MATSUI Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. DREIER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. MATSUI The gentleman is cor-
rect. We will have, if we have this free
trade agreement passed, we will have a
market of 360 million people. It will be
the largest free market in the history
of the human race.

Mr. DREIER. Six trillion dollars.

Mr. MATSUI. Incomprehensible. It
will create so many more jobs, so many
more investments and opportunities.
That is why both President Clinton,
President Bush, former President
Reagan, the USTR, Mickey Kantor, the

Speaker,
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former USTR, Carla Hills, they all sup-
port this.

The experts in the area of trade and
foreign policy and jobs support this
agreement, including the Secretary of
Labor, Bob Reich. As we know, he sup-
ports very strongly NAFTA, because he
knows that this is going to create
American jobs.

Mr. DREIER. The gentleman men-
tioned just a few minutes ago that
some in the Rust Belt might not be in-
clined to be supportive of NAFTA., We
know of the opposition that has come
from them.

Frankly, as we look at many of the
heavy industries that exist in this
country today, they are exporting in
great numbers to Mexico today. Even
with the tariff structure that exists,
with that 10 percent tariff to which we
have been referring, that happens.

If we look at trying to eliminate that
barrier, these heavy industries, like
Caterpillar and other industries, are
going to be greatly enhanced with the
opportunity to export even higher lev-
els with a zero tariff in Mexico.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. If the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, I have
been shocked recently by statements of
opponents, maybe not public state-
ments but private statements, made by
opponents of the NAFTA agreement
who are portraying President Salinas,
and I would say to the gentleman, Mr.
MATsUI, before he leaves, I would like
to just ask him, because he has met
President Salinas, I would like his per-
sonal analysis of this man.

I met President Salinas only once,
but I was tremendously impressed, and
have been tremendously impressed
with his commitment in Mexico to re-
form. Many people have been portray-
ing him as some sort of a negative fig-
ure. I happen to believe that President
Salinas is probably one of the more he-
roic individuals in our lifetime.

Mr. DREIER. I will respond. I have
met with President Salinas probably a
dozen times over the past several
years. I know his father very well. In
fact, in my first United States-Mexico
Interparliamentary Conference that I
attended in 1991, when President Lopez
Portillo bragged about nationalizing
the banking system, I was sitting with
now President Salinas’ father, who is
an economist who lives in Mexico City.

Clearly the training that he received
here in the United States and the rec-
ognition that the wave of the future,
with the crumbling of the Berlin Wall,
the changes and moves of totalitarian
countries to freedom and free markets,
is obviously the route to take.

President Salinas has recognized
that. He recognized it early on. He had
it as a positive goal. I cannot say
enough about his economic program,
which has been designed to improve re-
lations there.

I am sure my friend, the gentleman
from Sacramento, CA [Mr. MATSUI] has
also met with him.
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Mr. MATSUIL If the gentleman will
yield further, yes, there is just no ques-
tion that President Salinas is a vision-
ary. He wants to make the Mexican
system of government similar to the
system we have in the United States.
He is doing it at a major, major politi-
cal risk.

As we all know, Mexico has been a
nationalistic country over its history.
We have had battles with Mexico, as
the Members know, in the 1800's. They
claim that we took a third of their ter-
ritory, so they are very, to some ex-
tent, anti-American, but President Sa-
linas has gone in and he has attempted
over a period of years to change that.

He wants to foster a strong, positive
relationship between the United States
and Mexico. For us, for us in this coun-
try to even consider turning down this
great statesperson would be tragic, and
it would be tragic in terms of our long-
term bilateral relations, not only eco-
nomically, but diplomatically as well.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. If the gen-
tleman will yield, I believe there are
men and women like President Salinas
throughout the world who would step
forward and offer leadership to their
people and start working together, not
only with the United States but with
others, to build a better world, but if
they would step forward, and if we do
this to President Salinas and slap him
down, so he loses face with his own
people, I believe that the people all
over the world will take that as a sig-
nal that ““We cannot trust the Ameri-
cans,” people of integrity.

As I say, here is a president who
probably exemplifies a higher level of
integrity and certainly capability than
past presidents of his country. This
man has stepped forward. He has put
himself on the line. If we want others
around the world to take courageous
steps to better their people and to
make a better humankind, we have to
stick with Salinas.

Mr. DREIER. Let me say, those who
are not here this evening, and obvi-
ously, as we discussed earlier, there are
many people who have left town, clear-
ly I think the RECORD should show that
we are more than willing to stand here
virtually every evening, if we possibly
can with the exigencies of our sched-
ule, to discuss this issue.

At the outset I said that I would wel-
come any opponents to NAFTA to
come here and raise guestions of us,
and we will try our darnedest to pro-
vide answers, because we are in no way
trying to control this issue.

I think last night I had my dear
friend, the gentleman from Mount
Clemens, MI [Mr. BONIOR], my col-
league on the Committee on Rules,
yield a little of his time to me so I
could raise some questions and respond
to some of the criticism that has been
leveled.

I would say that anyone who has fol-
lowed this debate should certainly

15893

raise questions of us, contact our of-
fices, and I think when one looks at
what it is we are trying to accomplish,
we want to create jobs in the United
States of America, we want to boost
economic growth here, we want to de-
crease the flow of illegal immigration
from Mexico to the United States.

What we have done is, we have real-
ized that John F. Kennedy was abso-
lutely right when he said that, ‘‘A ris-
ing tide lifts all ships.”” There is no
benefit whatsoever to the United
States in trying to attain those goals
of increasing the half million jobs in
the United States that NAFTA will
create, increasing economic growth,
and decreasing the flow of illegal im-
migration, if we abandon our southern
neighbor. There is no benefit to us
whatsoever to have a poor southern
neighbor.

Our time, I have just been told, is
waning here. Would my friend like to
offer one more comment?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. On another
subject, actually, if the gentleman
would yield to me at the end of his
presentation.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
ROHRABACHER].

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
Covina, CA, could be the start of a
trend.

This morning in the House-Senate
conference the largest tax bill in the
history of the world got underway.

As the conferees begin their work
they, and all my colleagues, should
take heed of a recent event in the city
of Covina, CA.

Recently the city council in Covina
enacted a 6-percent utility tax. This
equates to about $12.60 per household
per month.

The 219 Members who voted for the
Clinton tax bill earlier this year, take
note.

The day before yesterday Covina held
a recall election—the entire Covina
City Council was recalled, remember
New Jersey, it once had a legislature
solidly controlled by big-taxing, big-
spending Democrats.

So that the 219 Members who voted
for the largest tax increase in the his-
tory of the world can reflect on what
the Covina recall might mean to their
careers.

O 1920

I would like, in order to underscore
this point, to include in the RECORD a
copy of an article from the Los Angeles
Times about the election in Covina,
CA.

The article referred to follows:

[From the Los Angeles Times, July 15, 1993]
FEAR OF RECALL TREND GROWS WITH LATEST
OUSTER
(By Andrew LePage)

The resounding recall Tuesday of the en-
tire Covina City Council because of the city's
6% utility tax is the latest sign that voter
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resentment over new taxes and fees is grow-
ing, city officials, taxpayer groups and aca-
demics say.

“We're seeing more and more of these re-
calls efforts, many of them successful,
throughout the state,” said Alan Heslop, a
professor of government studies at Clare-
mont McKenna College. “'Generally, money
in the form of some kind of tax or fee is at
the bottom of the dispute.”

“1 suspect a lot of city council members
throughout the state will be very frightened
by what occurred in Covina,” said Sheri
Erlewine, spokeswoman for the California
League of Cities. **We are seeing recall being
considered more and more in communities.”

*It's ugly out there—every city is facing
what Covina is facing.,” Erlewine said.
“There just isn't enough money anymore to
pay for what the people want."

Record numbers of Covina voters, angry
over the tax on gas, electricity, water and
telephone bills that the council imposed last
year to balance its budget, flocked to the
polls to dump their council members. The
vote set up an Oct. 5 special election in
which five newcomers will be elected. Until
then, current members will remain on the
couneil.

“It's tough. I'm extremely disappointed
and I'm sorry for the community."” Council-
man John King said. *'I think we’'re seeing a
desperate moment in Covina's history. Our
financial problems won't go away—it won't
be any easier for the new council.”

Mayor Henry Morgan and council members
King, Chris Richardson, Chris Lancaster and
Richard Gratton were defeated. Morgan will
lose his seat on the South Coast Air Quality
Management District.

All of them said they had done everything
in their power to convince voters that they
adopted the tax on utility bills only after
cutting the city budget to the bone. Further
cuts, they said, would weaken police, fire
and library services.

But recall leaders argued that the tax
would not be needed if the council had kept
a tight rein on finances. The tax costs the
average household about $12.60 a month.

“This recall will have a broad impact—
cities will start checking their budgets two
or three more times to make sure they've
done everything possible to cut costs,” said
Kris Vosburgh, executive director of the
Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Assn.

A growing number of citizen groups have
been calling his organization, he said, for ad-
vice on fighting new taxes and fees in their
communities.

“The common thread is that these people
feel their elected officials are detached, arro-
gant and don't share the [financial] problems
of the average taxpayer,” Vosburgh said.

The electorate of Covina, a town of 43,000
in the flatlands of the east San Gabriel Val-
ley, includes a sizable population of elderly
people on fixed incomes.

Retirees started the petition drive that
forced the council into a recall election,
helping to organize 200 volunteers and to
raise about $8,000 in donations for pro-recall
mailers and signs that dotted lawns through-
out the community.

“"We're overwhelmed by the outcome,” said
Stop the Utility Tax Committee leader Earl
P. Purkhiser, a retired economics and ac-
counting professor at Mt. San Antonio Col-
lege in Walnut. **The next council will have
to spend money like it was its own.”

City officials elsewhere say that they have
had little choice but to raise taxes, but that
educating the public is the key to avoiding
voter backlash.
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In Pasadena, where voters last month over-
whelmingly approved a $1.3-million tax to
bolster the library system, Mayor Rick Cole
said the city's yearlong campaign to educate
residents on the need for the tax was the key
to success.

Despite the successful recall drive in Co-
vina over the utility tax, he said, it would be
“stupid to draw the conclusion that you
can't raise taxes.”

Rather, he said, council members should
realize that the public “can’t be railroaded,™
and councils must take the time to build
community understanding of their budget
crisis and possible solutions before imposing
a new tax.

The same day the Covina council went
down to defeat, the nearby community of Si-
erra Madre tentatively approved a 6% utility
tax. City officials said there was little oppo-
sition to the tax because the city reached
out to the public at several community
meetings to discuss the budget deficit.

Utility taxes have been around for years,
but cities have increasingly turned to them,
and to assessment fees that appear on prop-
erty tax bills, during harsh economic times.
Taxpayer groups say the taxes and fees are
convenient ways to skirt Proposition 13 be-
cause most do not need to go before voters.

The anti-tax backlash in Covina is hardly
unique. Over the last two years, several re-
call groups in the state have succeeded in re-
calling a majority of the council members,

Upset over an assessment for lighting and
landscaping, voters in the Northern Califor-
nia town of Pacifica ousted four of five coun-
cil members last year. In Morgan Hill, coun-
cil approval of a 9% utility tax led to the re-
call of three of five council members in De-
cember, 1981.

For taxpayer groups, Covina's recall elec-
tion is convincing proof that the tax revolt
of the proposition 13 era is note dead.

“We think San Gabriel Valley govern-
ments will sit up and take notice that people
want spending under control,” said Tom
Biesek, a founding member of a citizen tax-
payer association in South Pasadena that is
fighting a proposed landscaping fee.

THE VIETNAM WAR MEMORIAL:
SONS OF GUAM SHALL BE
REMEMBERED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Guam [Mr. UNDERWOOD] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, the
Vietnam War Memorial is one of our
Nation’s most powerful monuments,
and over and above that, it has added
meaning to those of my generation.
Stoic black granite slabs bear names of
thousands of Americans who lost their
lives in the war. It is this image of
names—simple, silent, palpable re-
minders of real people who died and the
places that they come from lends such
poignancy to the memorial.

But to truly honor the names on that
wall, we must make sure that the
monument’s directory contains accu-
rate information. Today, I rise to re-
member those service members from
Guam who lost their lives in Vietnam
but who, due to bureaucratic errors,
are not listed as sons of Guam.

For my generation the names of
those who died bring to mind the
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memories of friendships and relatives,
good times and bad times, our time to-
gether in schools, on playgrounds, and
even times that we played war, little
knowing that for some members of
that generation, a real war awaited
them with real sacrifices and real dan-
ger.

It even brings to mind those who did
not fight but who were part of the
same generation, those who even ex-
pressed doubts about the policy which
was being pursued. All of these images
come to mind as we reflect on the
names on the wall; as we look at the
letters of individuals like Vicente
Guerrero and Alan Damian and see in
those letters the brave brown faces who
represented their generation and their
island and their contribution to the
Nation.

This Saturday, a replica of the Viet-
nam Memorial will be publicly dis-
played on our island. The families of
those servicemen from Guam who are
not listed as such deserve, at the very
least, an examination of the record and
an attempt to set it straight.

It is fitting that the replica of the
Vietnam War Memorial come to Guam
a few days before the 49th anniversary
of the liberation of Guam during World
War II. The people of Guam will be un-
able to separate the war experience of
the previous generation with that of
the current one. Unveiling the war me-
morial on July 17 and celebrating Lib-
eration Day on July 21 offers some very
direct lessons.

Just like the generation who experi-
enced World War II suffered like no
other American community during the
war, the Vietnam war generation also
contributed disproportionately to the
names of that wall. The 72 names of
Guam’s young men represented a sac-
rifice far in excess of that experienced
by any similarly sized community.
Guam suffered more causalities per
capita in the Vietnam war than any
other territory or State in this coun-
try.
It would be less than honest, and a
disservice to the memory of these men,
to not let the rest of the Nation know
that these men died in honor of a flag
and a set of principles and values which
were not, and are still not extended to
their homeland. Their island of Guam
still has not exercised full self-deter-
mination, their island of Guam still
does not have a form of government
which proceeds from their own author-
ity, their island of Guam still does not
have full representation in the Nation's
Capital, their island of Guam still deals
with the Federal Government in an un-
equal relationship born of a colonial
context nearly 100 years ago in the
Spanish American War.

Giving the absolute and supreme sac-
rifice willingly and without conditions
should not mean that these men and
the land they represent should be
taken for granted. Indeed, the fact that
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they put themselves in harm's way un-
selfishly should mean that their home-
land of Guam should be allowed to gov-
ern itself as a new commonwealth in
partnership with the United States.
This is what their brothers and sisters
in their generation have clearly de-
cided as the next step in their political
development. And this is why I have in-
troduced H.R. 1521, a bill to grant com-
monwealth status to the island of
Guam.

Earlier this week, I contacted the
Vietnam Veterans Memorial Fund, the
Department of the Army, and the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps to ex-
press my concern that some of Guam's
young men in the Vietnam War Memo-
rial Directory are not listed as being
from Guam. Jan Scruggs of the Memo-
rial Fund told me in a letter that he
would work with me and the Depart-
ment of Defense to correct the record.

My office received a memo from the
Commandant of the Marine Corps. His
staff will conduct research at the Na-
tional Personal Records Center in St.
Louis and strive to rectify any inac-
curacies in the memorial names direc-
tory.

I also received a letter from the De-
partment of the Army. They were ap-
preciative to learn of possible errors in
the directory of names and assured me
that every effort will be made to inves-
tigate the names submitted by my con-
stituents and, where appropriate, make
changes in the record.

I am grateful to the armed services
and the Vietnam Veterans Memorial
Fund for their quick responses to my
office’s inquiries. I am also thankful to
John Blaz of Guam’s Department of
Veterans' Affairs for shedding light on
this issue. I want to relay my thanks
and congratulations to former Guam
Senator Jerry Rivera for his efforts in
bringing the wall to Guam and North-
west Airlines for bringing the wall to
Guam and we thank John Devitt—the
builder of the wall.

I am attaching for the RECORD a com-
plete list of all the servicemen from
Guam who lost their lives in the Viet-
nam war. It includes men who are
shown incorrectly as residents of
States or territories other than Guam.

I intend to take every step necessary
to make sure all the sons of Guam are
accounted for. I do this for their fami-
lies and for all of us who cherish our is-
land and who wish to demonstrate to
our fellow citizens the extent of our
contribution to the Nation,

Let us never forget to honor the sac-
rifices of these men. Let us never for-
get their names or their faces. But let
us also never forget who they were as a
people, what they experienced, what
their parents and their grandparents
experienced, what their homeland has
been through and where their home-
land wants to go. Let us understand
their sacrifice in the full light of de-
mocracy, in the full glory of demo-
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cratic principles, in the bright sun-
shine of the natural desire to govern
oneself. Let us recognize their sacrifice
by extending to Guam the full meaning
of democracy and self-government
which the Stars and Stripes draped on
their coffins represent.
SONS OF GUAM

Listed below in alphabetical order are the
names of the 72 men from Guam whose
names appear on the Vietnam Veterans Me-
morial in Washington, DC:

Aguon, Jose Q.

Asanoma, Francisco M.

Benavente, David G.

Biagini, Mark F.S.

Blaz, Anthony M.

Blaz, James L.

Borja, Juan S,

Cabrera, Joaguin C.

Camacho, David B.

Camacho, Gregorio M.

Castro, Juan P.R.

Cepeda, Juan D.

Cruz, Edward C.

Cruz, Enrique S.

Cruz, Joseph A.

Cruz, Joseph W.

Cruz, Pedro A.

Cavsito, Ronald P.

Damian, Allan I.

De Leon, Herman B.

Delta Crug, Frederico

Diaz, Edward R.

Doyle, Albert B.

Duenas, Jose B.

Duenas, Juan L.B.

Espinosa, Vincente T.

Esteves, Fernando B.

Eustaquio, Joseph M.

Finney, Harold J., Jr.

Flores, Denny S.N.

Flores, David C.

Funes, David John

Gordon, David A.

Guerrero, Pedro R.

Guerrero, Vicente F.

Herrera, Jose B.

Mariano, Jesus R.

Mendiola, Roberto L.G.

Meno, George S.

Meno, Jesus Q.

Meno, Roy F.

Mesa, Thomas R.

Moreham, Vincent P.

Nededog, Emilio N.
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THE SECOND ANNUAL MEETING
OF THE CSCE PARLIAMENTARY
ASSEMBLY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. CARDIN] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I take
this time, and I hope I will be joined by
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
HOYER], who had also taken time this
evening in order to report to the House
and to the American people on the U.S.
delegation to the Parliamentary As-
sembly of the Commission on Security
and Cooperation in Europe.

We had a very successful meeting of
our delegation in Helsinki, Finland,
and I am pleased to report on some of
the progress that took place during the
meeting.

It was the second meeting of the Par-
liamentary Assembly, which is a group
representing the 53 member states of
the CSCE, whose parliamentarians
meet once a year in order to take up is-
sues that are important under the Hel-
sinki accords. At this meeting we had
300 parliamentarians who were present
representing 45 states.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I would
like to yield, if I might, to the chair-
man of our delegation, but before I do,
I want to express on behalf of all of the
Members who participated in the U.S.
delegation, on behalf of the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. McCLOSKEY] and the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]
and the gentlewoman from New York
[Ms. SLAUGHTER], our deep apprecia-
tion to the leadership that was exhib-
ited by the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. HOYER] in leading our delegation.

The gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
HOYER] has developed an international
reputation for being an outspoken lead-
er in favor of human rights and speak-
ing up for those people around the Na-
tion who need a champion on human
rights issues.

We were very proud to have as our
chairman of our delegation the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER],
and he was recognized by the other par-
liamentarians around the CSCE when
they chose him to be the chairman of
the human rights basket of the Hel-
sinki meeting, not only for the second
meeting of the Parliamentary Assem-
bly, but elected him as their ongoing
chairman for those issues.

It is my pleasure to yield to Con-
gressman HOYER.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, 1 thank
my good friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. CARDIN],
and one of the two newest members of
the Commission on Security and Co-
operation in Europe, known as the Hel-
sinki Commission. The gentleman from
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Maryland [Mr. CARDIN] has been a very
faithful participant in raising the ban-
ner of human rights and international
cooperation as he has participated in
numerous meetings, hearings, and, in-
deed, visitations with reference to the
Helsinki Commission’s work.

I am also pleased to be here on the
floor with my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MCCLOSKEY],
who has also just been appointed as a
member of the Helsinki Commission.

The gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
CARDIN] has briefly outlined the pa-
rameters of the CSCE Parliamentary
Assembly on which we are reporting
tonight, 53 nations, recently grown to
that figure from the original 35 as the
Soviet Union broke up into constituent
parts, and many new and independent
sovereign states were formed. They
have joined the Helsinki process and
are now signatory states to the Con-
ference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe.

As the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. CARDIN] said, nearly 300 par-
liamentarians participated from 45
CSCE countries in the meeting that
was recently held in Helsinki. In addi-
tion, the Council of Europe was rep-
resented, the Western European Union
was represented, the North Atlantic
Assembly, the Interparliamentary
Union, and NATO. The former Yugo-
slav Republic of Macedonia was also
represented, as was Japan for the first
time.

Ilkka Suominen, Speaker of the
Finnish Parliament, presided over the
plenary sessions in his capacity as
president of the CSCE Parliamentary
Assembly and did an outstanding job.
Several distinguished speakers also ad-
dressed the parliamentarians that were
assembled in Helsinki, including
Madam Ugglas, the Foreign Minister of
Sweden, and Chairman-in-Office of the
CSCE Council of Ministers; Vladimir
Petrovsky, Director-General of the
United Nations, also addressed us; and
Max van der Stoel, CSCE High Com-
missioner on National Minorities; and
Mr. Franchis, Deputy Secretary Gen-
eral of NATO.

Mr. Speaker, while the U.S. delega-
tion was less than a third of its allot-
ted size, its members were strong and
active. We left Helsinki, I believe, firm-
ly convinced that the meeting would
have been significantly different had
our delegation not attended.

The work of the Parliamentary As-
sembled was divided, as the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. CARDIN], I think,
has already referenced, into three com-
mittees.

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
McCLOSKEY] and the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. MORAN] played a leading
role in the General Committee on Po-
litical Affairs and Security, where
their strong amendment covering the
appalling situation in Bosnia and
Herzegovina prompted heated debate
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over the course of the meeting. The
resolution which they introduced on
behalf of the United States delegation
called for a series of very specific and
meaningful actions in response to the
continued aggression and genocide in
Bosnia and Herzegovina, first, lifting of
the arms embargo against Bosnia, a
policy which many of us have advo-
cated for some period of time, a policy
which we believe says to one of the
combatants in a confrontation which is
taking the lives of not only combat-
ants but innocent children, innocent
women, innocent men, standby folks
who are not involved in the war, but
who wish to live free and to live peace-
fully but are not allowed to do so be-
cause of the marauders invading their
communities,

In addition, it called for neutralizing
of heavy weapons in the hands of irreg-
ular forces, and it called for effective
and unimpeded delivery of humani-
tarian assistance and the unimpeded
access to detention camps.

Tn addition, the proposal called upon
the participating states to uphold
Bosnia and Herzegovina's territorial
integrity in keeping with international
law and CSCE principles. Other provi-
sions condemned the systematic and
widespread use of rape and sexual
abuse in the former Yugoslavia and ex-
pressed use of rape and sexual abuse in
the former Yugoslavia and expressed
strong support for the provision of as-
sistance to the victims and the pros-
ecution of those responsible for war
crimes and crimes against humanity.

Indeed, on all but the lifting of the
arms embargo there was unanimous
support when that measure finally
came up for a vote, and as I said ear-
lier, but for, in my opinion, the pres-
ence of the American delegation, that
resolution would not have been nearly
as strong as it was, would not have spo-
ken as forthrightly and directly to the
dramatic situation in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, as it ultimately did.

Other provisions were added to the
resolution by other members of our
delegation of which I will speak.

But, finally, the proposal, the one in-
troduced by the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. McCLOSKEY] and the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN],
called for the admission of the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia into
the CSCE as a full participating state
and urged those states which had not
already done so to recognize that coun-
try. We believe that was an appropriate
act. We believe it was a stabilizing act
as well.

The United States now has 300 of its
own personnel in Macedonia. I had the
opportunity to discuss with the Presi-
dent today that we needed to send a
very strong and clear message to Mr.
Milosevic that any incursion into Mac-
edonia would result in very significant

multilateral international response
with the full participation of the
United States.
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The comprehensive United States ini-
tiative served as a focal point for much
of the discussion of the former Yugo-
slavia. Divergent opinions were evi-
dent, particularly in connection with
the suggested lifting of the arms em-
bargo, as I have said, an element which
was later dropped despite a passionate
and outstanding defense of that provi-
sion by the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. McCLOSKEY] and by the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN].

In particular, the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. MCCLOSKEY], I think, moved
all of the international representatives
as he spoke to the compelling case for
humanitarian relief of those in Sara-
jevo. The Assembly overwhelmingly
approved the rest of the U.S. resolu-
tion.

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
McCLOSKEY] and the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. MORAN] also introduced
an important amendment calling upon
the Russian Federation to conclude
and implement without further delay
appropriate bilateral agreements in-
cluding timetables for the early, or-
derly, and complete withdrawal of its
troops from the territories of the Bal-
tic States. This amendment was unani-
mously agreed to, and I might say, as
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
CARDIN] knows and the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. MCCLOSKEY] knows, the
representatives of the Russian Federa-
tion were very positive and accommo-
dating and responsive and understood
the need to resolve this matter.

I might say that all of us were very
pleased to see the positive discussions
that occurred between the representa-
tives of Estonia and Latvia and Lithua-
nia and the representatives of the Rus-
sian Federation.

The gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
CARDIN], who I thank again for yielding
to me and for his outstanding service
on the delegation, covered the General
Committee on Economic Affairs,
Science, Technology, and Environ-
ment, where he singlehandedly intro-
duced probably more language into the
resolution than any other representa-
tive on that committee. He introduced
language urging measures reforming
countries of Central and Eastern Eu-
rope and the former Soviet Union, re-
forms that they should take to encour-
age foreign investment.

He also called for the establishment
of a new CSCE mechanism or institu-
tion to coordinate and promote envi-
ronmental policies and protection. He
may speak more extensively on those
during this hour.

We plan, as a Commission, to follow
up on this valuable recommendation
with Secretary Christopher and EPA
Administrator Browner.
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Representative LOUISE SLAUGHTER of
New York, herself a very strong, out-
spoken advocate of the rights of others,
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not only in this country but around the
world, participated actively in the Gen-
eral Committee on Democracy, Human
Rights and Humanitarian Questions,
which, as BEN CARDIN, my friend, has
indicated I was honored to chair. That
resolution Ms. SLAUGHTER sponsored,
and in which she played the leading
role, ensures the adoption of a strong
amendment condemning the use of rape
as an instrument of war and classifying
rape—as clearly it is—specifically as a
war crime.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to report
the U.S. delegation was instrumental
in shaping the final Helsinki Declara-
tion of the CSCE assembly.

In addition to the work conducted in
Helsinki—and again, the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. CARDIN] may dis-
cuss this further because he and Ms.
SLAUGHTER visited Estonia in July at a
critical time, he will speak further of
that, and I will revise and extend my
remarks on that matter—but it was a
very important representation, and in
my opinion both Mr. CARDIN and Ms.
SLAUGHTER provided meaningful advice
at a critical time in deescalating the
tensions between the Estonians and the
Russian minority that lives in Estonia.

I am pleased to report that a number
of their concerns, particularly over the
arbitrary nature of some of the provi-
sions of the law on citizenship were
later addressed, as discussed by Mr.
CARDIN and Ms. SLAUGHTER, by the
Parliament the very next day. The del-
egation assured the Russian-speaking
minority that the United States is, in-
deed, concerned that their rights not
be circumscribed.

The Helsinki Declaration of the
CSCE Parliamentary Assembly is an
impressive document that includes
strong language and recommendations
regarding a broad range of issues of im-
mediate concern, from refugees to na-
tional minorities to an international
war crimes tribunal to a forceful dec-
laration on the former Yugoslavia. Our
task now is to ensure that these bold
statements serve as a blueprint for
meaningful action and not simply re-
main words on paper.

Mr. Speaker, I again congratulate my
colleagues, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. McCLOS-
KEY, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and Mr. MORAN,
on the very positive role that they
played.

Mr. Speaker, these trips are some-
times criticized. In this case, we left on
Monday night, flew all Monday night
and got there Tuesday morning, start-
ed into meetings at 4 that afternoon
and flew back on Friday; not sufficient
time to overcome jet lag on either leg.

I believe we had a strong message to
deliver both as related to human
rights, as to security and economic re-
lations and environmental concerns, so
that the purposes of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe re-
sult in a more peaceful, more coopera-
tive, economically and environ-
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mentally sounder international com-
munity would result.

I thank my colleagues for participat-
ing in this important meeting.

Mr. CARDIN. I want to thank the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER]
for a very thorough report on our trip.

As he pointed out, we had a small
delegation in numbers;, we were enti-
tled to have a larger delegation. But I
do not think any delegation was more
effective than the U.S. delegation in
the final products that came out of this
meeting. And that was due to the gen-
tleman’s outstanding leadership, the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER]
and I really want to thank him on be-
half of the entire delegation for using
the talent that was there and dividing
us into different baskets for our work
and keeping us on target, setting prior-
ities that were important for the peo-
ple of our Nation in these meetings. It
was really, I think, due to the gentle-
man’s extraordinary knowledge and
leadership in the process that we were
able, with only five Members, to have
such an impact on so many different
areas of the final actions that were
taken by the parliamentary assembly.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for his comments.

Mr. CARDIN. As the gentleman
pointed out, the Helsinki Agreements,
the final act that was signed in 1976 in
Helsinki, broke the agreements down
to three baskets of cooperation among
the member states.

The gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
HoYER] has been the most active in our
country on the human rights issues and
on other issues and has reported, I
think, rather thoroughly on that third
basket known as the human rights bas-
ket. The first basket is the basket on
political affairs and security, on which
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
McCLOSKEY] served along with the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] as
two of our representatives on that
committee.

The basket dealt with many issues,
including the new problems of security
among the member states, due to the
ethnic differences and religious dif-
ferences and protection of minorities
within the political boundaries of the
emerging countries of Europe. As Mr.
HOYER has already reported, it dealt
with the Baltic Republic and the fact
that Russian troops are still within the
Baltic Republic.

I must underscore that one point,
though, that Congressman HOYER
pointed out, and that is that we had
the cooperation of the Russian federa-
tion in trying to work out specific
timetables for removal of the remain-
ing Russian troops from the three Bal-
tic Republics. :

But by far the most controversial
issue that took most of our time dealt
with Bosnia and Hercegovina. And
there was no more active person among
the 300 parliamentarians—and I know
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the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
HoYER] will agree with me—there was
no more active participant among the
parliamentarians, active parliamentar-
ians, than Mr. MCCLOSKEY. Everyone in
the assembly knew of Mr. McCLOSKEY
and his commitment to make sure that
the people of Bosnia were heard and
that the world attention was caused to
be focused on the tragedies that were
taking place as we were meeting in
Finland.

I yield to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. McCLOSKEY]. I know he is on
the floor. Perhaps he could help sum-
marize how we proceeded in the meet-
ings as they relate to the matters in
which the gentleman was involved.

Mr. McCLOSKEY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, a week ago, I was in
Helsinki for the Parliamentary Assem-
bly of the Council for Security and Co-
operation in Europe, as a member of
the U.S. delegation led by my distin-
guished colleague STENY HOYER. I am
proud the U.S. delegation came to that
CSCE Assembly prepared to call for
concrete action to address the Balkan
crisis. I am proud of what we achieved
there in terms of CSCE Assembly sup-
port for the use of NATO air power in
Bosnia, as well as CSCE Assembly sup-
port for international recognition of
Macedonia and its full membership in
the CSCE.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. CARDIN] for calling this
special order and also for his leadership
in these issues and participation and
companionship at the conference. And
to Mr. HOYER, our speaker, I know the
gentleman, Mr. CARDIN, would share
my gratitude.

I would like to extend my exceeding
thanks for the opportunity to be on the
commission and also to make this trip.

I think, as the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HOYER] has mentioned, I
think it obvious that despite the small
number of our delegation, the five of
us, that we did make a definite impact,
particularly as to the problems in the
Balkans and also, as Mr. HOYER said,
the gentleman from Maryland's [Mr.
CARDIN] efforts in the economic and Es-
tonian areas. I am proud to realize
that, in essence, for all the discussion
that was scheduled as to the former
Yugoslavia and the Balkans, there
would have been no suggestions as to
an action plan or how to proceed or
what to do from this point in time, I
think, without the participation of the
American delegation, and particularly
in that regard I want to say that, as we
all know, Mr. HOYER has been one of
the leaders in the Congress on this
issue. I think he has been a leader in
the Congress and, quite frankly, a lead-
er internationally for months and more
than months, he has been speaking up
for justice to be backed by forthright
action, particularly in the form of the
Hoyer-DeConcini resolution, which in
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some substance was, as we know, re-
cently passed out by the House Foreign
Affairs Committee, in all candor, I
might add, with some strong leadership
and innovative efforts by the gen-
tleman from Illinois, HENRY HYDE.

I regret deeply that largely due to
the resistance of the French and Brit-
ish delegations, the United States dele-
gation was not able to get the full
CSCE Assembly on board the lifting of
the U.N. arms embargo from Bosnia.
Twice during this century the United
States has assured the self-defense and
indeed the defense of France and Brit-
ain. The current governments of these
two European powers should be deeply
ashamed of their refusal to let Bosnia
act in its own self-defense.

I asked the parliamentary delega-
tions in Helsinki to think about Sara-
jevo for a minute—remembering that
conditions in the rest of Bosnia are
generally much worse than in this
brave city.

Sarajevo has been under brutal siege
for over 450 days. For these 450 days its
people—380,000 men, women, and chil-
dren, Bosnian Moslems, Croats and
Serbs alike—have been subjected to
shelling and sniper fire from the sur-
rounding mountain tops.

Tens of thousands of noncombatant
men, women, and children have been
intentionally killed and maimed—ran-
domly, suddenly, senselessly.

All of these people—people just like
us—have been subject to constant fear
of death for themselves and for loved
ones, to gradual starvation, to dark-
ness and cold, to the most primitive
living conditions, to the absence of
medical care, to the destruction of
their property, and the loss of their
livelihoods.

All of these people have been subject
to the terrifying reality of being
trapped, with no means to drive off
their tormentors, and no means to es-
cape.

Remember the proud boast of the
Bosnian-Serb war criminal Karadzic,
who crowed that he had the people of
Sarajevo ‘‘trapped like mice in a pump-
kin,” and boasts to the Western press
that his artillery can ‘“blow Sarajevo
to bits.”” Remember the savage words
of his military chief Mladic, egging on
his artillery men to *‘‘hit, hit, burn,
burn' Sarajevo.

All of these people of Sarajevo have
been subject, as well, to the black de-
spair of hopelessness, and the bitter re-
alization that they have been aban-
doned by the Western world to which
they belong and on which they counted
s0 idealistically.

Western governments have stood by
and let this happen. Worse than that,
they have intervened on the side of the
perpetrators of this cruel and senseless
siege, on the side of genocide. They
have denied the Bosnian Government
the right and the means to self-defense,
by maintaining on Bosnia the TU.N.
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arms embargo applied to the former
Yugoslavia.

Western governments have sought to
shroud their complicity in the murder
of Sarajevo, the murder of Bosnia and
200,000 of its people, with the most
sanctimonious hypocrisy that one
could possibly imagine.

Think a minute of all the European
leaders, like the Prime Minister of
Britain, who have had the gall to reject
lifting the U.N. arms embargo from the
Bosnian Government because this
would be ‘‘the policy of despair.”

Whose despair? The despair of West-
ern politicians at having to admit their
responsibility for policies which have
abetted genocide in Bosnia?

What about the despair of the people
of besieged Sarajevo? What about the
despair of the 200,000 Bosnian victims
of systematic murder? What about the
despair of the tens of thousands of
Bosnian victims of systematic rape?
What about the despair of the hundreds
of thousands of Bosnians who have
been forcibly driven from their homes,
separated from their loved ones, and
denied a future as a people?

It seems now the European govern-
ments and Washington want to wash
their hands of Bosnia completely—with
Owen and Stoltenberg doing their dirty
work for them.

The U.N. Security Council, the G-T7
Summit, the CSCE and NATO all con-
tinue to mouth lip service to the U.N.
Charter, the Helsinki Final Act, the
London Conference on former Yugo-
slavia, and the myriad U.N. Security
Council Resolution on Bosnia.

Meanwhile, Owen and Stoltenberg
implement the real policies of Western
governments. This real policy is clear-
ly to attempt to impose surrender on
the Bosnian Government. Owen and
Stoltenberg therefore endorse the par-
tition schemes of Milosevic and
Tudjman, Karadzic and Boban.

Owen becomes the virtual alter ego
of Karadzic and Mladic. Karadzic
threatens the Bosnian Government
with total war if it does not come to
the surrender table. Owen insists that
they really must—even if the negotiat-
ing table has only served as a cover for
Bosnia's gradual extermination for the
past 16 months.

And now, and mark this well, Owen
and Stoltenberg join Karadzic in
threatening the Bosnian Government.
Owen and Stoltenberg have adopted the
position that if the Bosnian Govern-
ment does not agree now to negotiate
on the basis of the Serb-Croat partition
plan, they may seek a full U.N. with-
drawal from Bosnia—the end of the
modicum of protection provided by the
peacekeepers, and the end to the modi-
cum of humanitarian relief provided by
UNHCR.

Who mandated Owen and Stolten-
berg—or before them, Vance and Owen,
or before them Carrington and
Cutilheiro—to mnegotiate the ethnic
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partition of Bosnia? Are not the cur-
rent efforts of Owen and Stoltenberg
flagrant violations of the Helsinki
Final Act, the U.N. Chapter, and the
U.N. Security Council’s resolutions on
Bosnia since May 1992? And who ever
instructed Owen and Stoltenberg to use
strong-arm pressure tactics on the
Bosnian Government? Why are Western
governments even tolerating the be-
havior of these two men?

Meanwhile, Western governments
stand by, silent and passive—very
much as if all they want is for the
Bosnians to curl up and die, and thus
end their embarrassment.

Never in my political life have I seen
such an obscene gap between high-road
words and low-road deeds. Never have I
seen so much obfuscation and equivo-
cation, so much moral and political
cowardice, or so much energy expended
in the hope of evading responsibility.

Never could I have imagined the gov-
ernments of the transatlantic commu-
nity so deeply embroiled in pious ra-
tionalization, face-saving posturing,
and wishful self-delusion.

How can we tolerate a situation
where genocide is raging in southeast-
ern Europe? How can we tolerate a sit-
uation where our governments, and we,
continue to mouth pious rhetoric—
while Owen and Stoltenberg, as agents
of the United Nations, European Com-
munity, and Council for Security and
Cooperation in Europe, are working
hand in hand with the perpetrators of
this genocide?

And how can we imagine even for a
minute that this travesty will some-
how lead to peace in the Balkans? Are
Western governments so delusionary as
to believe that a greater Serbia created
by genocidal aggression will lead to a
stable Balkans?

Do Western governments imagine
that Milosevic and his thugs will desist
from genocide in Kosovo, the Sandzak,
Vojvodina, and independent Macedo-
nia—after being rewarded for it in
Bosnia?

There is only one path out of the Bal-
kan crisis. Western governments must
shake off their defeatism.

They must lift their strategies to the
level of their core wvalues and prin-
ciples, instead of letting their core val-
ues and principles be corrupted by com-
promise with evil.

They must finally take sides with the
Bosnian Government, help it arm itself
instead of hobbling it with an arms em-
bargo, and use NATO air power to en-
force the Security Council’s resolu-
tions.

They must realize and act on the re-
ality that Milosevic will continue to
traumatize the Balkans, to destabilize
Europe, and to threaten international
peace and security until he is defeated
militarily and contained.

For Sarajevo and its 380,000 men,
women, and children, this Western ac-
tion must come now. Thié capital of a
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sovereign, independent CSCE and U.N.
member state has become one vast con-
centration camp. Its people are on the
verge of mental and physical collapse
that could come within days. While we
debate our resolutions and rhetorical
statements, they face their darkest
hour.

1 pray that we will see Western ac-
tion, within days, that will earn the re-
spect to Sarajevo’s embattled people.

Press reports indicate President Clin-
ton has asked his National Security
staff to review options to lift the siege
of Sarajevo. I believe the President un-
derstands the moral and strategic
stakes in Bosnia, and the human and
historic imperative of lifting the siege
of Sarajevo. I hope his National Secu-
rity staff can rise to the occasion to
help him meet this imperative.

I believe President Clinton’s leader-
ship can generate strong and energetic
support for the use of all necessary
means, including U.S. military force,
to break the siege of Sarajevo.

This action will liberate Sarajevo
from the nightmare it has suffered for
the past 16 months. It will liberate
America and Europe from what other-
wise will be a historical disgrace. It
will let Bill Clinton walk the path of
Harry Truman—and have the same
kind of historical impact on the post-
cold-war world as Harry Truman had
on the postwar era.

0O 2000

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
congratulate again the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. McCLOSKEY] not only for
his report here, but for his commit-
ment to the people of that region who
have been devastated by what has been
occurring.

I am glad to yield to the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
CARDIN] for yielding, and I want to con-
gratulate, as he has, the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr., MCCLOSKEY] not
only on his statement, but for his work
in Helsinki and in so many different
fora, both in Europe and here in this
country, on behalf of a besieged people.

As my colleagues know, we, it seems,
refer to this in sort of an intellectual
framework, and it does not have a
human face. Earlier today our col-
league, the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. WELDON], a Republican and
the cochairman of the fire service cau-
cus, which I have the privilege of
chairing this year, spoke, and he spoke
about a gentleman named Kenan
Slinic, S-1-i-n-i-c. Kenan Slinic is a
young man, and he made a statement.
He is the chief of the fire service in Sa-
rajevo, and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WELDON] inserted his
statement as he made a statement on
the floor today, a handwritten state-
ment that he made at the fire service
caucus a few months ago.
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He said:

In 1992 my country, Bosnia-Herzegovina,
became the youngest member in the United
Nations family of nations. On April 5, 1992,
war came to my country, my city and my
people. Sarajevo and other cities of Bosnia-
Herzegovina were put under siege.

He went on to talk about his experi-
ence, the loss of 10 firefighters, un-
armed, carrying out a service to their
community to try to put out fires
started by the shelling from Serbian
artillery in the hills surrounding Sara-
jevo and 28 of his colleagues who were
wounded in 2 such shellings.

Yesterday, Mr. Speaker, this young
man, who has a 6-year-old daughter
and a young wife, was shot twice in the
back of his head. He was killed, a
young firefighter, unarmed, trying to
put out fires, trying to protect his
community.

Now there is no embargo on fire
equipment, and, as a matter of fact,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WELDON] will be accompanying a dele-
gation to take some fire equipment to
Sarajevo in August.

There is a young firefighter from this
country whose name is John Jordon
who is over there working with the fire
department. Unfortunately, although
there is no embargo on fire equipment
to save property and persons from fire,
there is an embargo on saving besieged
people and giving them the right to
self-defense.

No one has raised that issue more
pointedly, more dramatically, more co-
gently, than our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MCCLOSKEY].

I say to my colleagues, '‘Tears come
to your eyes when you read the third
page of the statement made by Mr.
Slinic.”” He concluded his speech or
brief talk to 2,000 assembled fire-
fighters from across Canada, the Unit-
ed States, and other nations. He said
this:

I hope that I'll be able to attend the next
national fire and emergency services dinner
under much better circumstances for my
country.

That young man, of course, will not
be able to do that. He will not be able
to do it because, in violations of the
norms of international behavior, in
violations of international law, in vio-
lations of all international documents
related to human rights, Bosnia and
Herzegovina has been put under siege
by an invader.

What we raised at the parliamentary
assembly was the question as to wheth-
er or not we can have a new world
order if the world stands silently and if
the world stands without action to as-
sist those invaded, those who find
themselves and their democracy under-
mined in the worst violations of human
rights that we have seen in this decade.

And so, Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
join in this special order and was
pleased to join with this delegation in
raising for the international commu-

15899

nity, on behalf of our country, these
compelling issues, not just for this
young fireman, but for the people, and
not just in Bosnia and Herzegovina. We
are going to have hearings next week
in the Helsinki Commission about the
spillover effect.

Mr. Speaker, this was the cradle of
World War I. This is where it started
because the world watched, and waited,
and took no action. We should learn
the lessons of history and let those who
would destabilize the international
community by force know that it will
not be tolerated, not just by the super-
power, the United States, but by the
nations united in league against the
violations of international law.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. CARDIN] for having
yielded further.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. HOYER] bringing to our attention
the brave firefighter who literally gave
his life for his country. He pointed out
very clearly that, although the cold
war is over, problems, very deep prob-
lems, still exist in Europe that very
much affect each of us here in this
country

I would like to, if I might, talk about
a success story. We talk about the
problems that we are having, and there
are many problems, but a potential
problem may have been avoided in Es-
tonia.

Estonia has a very explosive situa-
tion where the Russian-speaking mi-
nority represent over one-third of the
population of this new country, a coun-
try that is just establishing its demo-
cratic principles and institutions of
government, that is trying to deal with
tremendous change and their market
economy, where they have gone to a
market economy, where they have
changed rather quickly, where they
have developed their own currency,
were the first Balkans to develop their
own currency and be disciplined by eco-
nomic reform which brought about
some significant changes in the eco-
nomic circumstances of the people that
live in Estonia.

But Estonia, as my colleague knows,
most of the Russian-speaking people
who now live in Estonia were brought
to Estonia against their will. Estonia
was annexed to the former Soviet
Union against its will, an act that this
Nation never recognized, and it is un-
derstandable that the people of Estonia
resent the fact that a population was
brought into their country against
their will in an effort mainly for mili-
tary purposes, and now that Estonia
has gained its independence, there are
many people who are family members
of the population that is now residing
in Estonia that is Russian-speaking,
and they now need to deal with the
rights of protecting all the people in
their country, including the Russian-
speaking people who now wish to live
and become citizens of Estonia.
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So, the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. HOYER] mentioned that we visited
Estonia, the gentlewoman from New
York [Ms. SLAUGHTER] and I have vis-
ited Estonia, on July 8. It was a very
historic moment because the President
had just called back the Parliament
into an extraordinary session. When we
arrived there we were not sure wheth-
er, in fact, there would be a quorum
present for this Parliament because it
was an extremely controversial meet-
ing. The Estonia Parliament had
passed a law for aliens that raised very
serious questions whether the Russian-
speaking people that reside in Estonia
would be given the full protection of
citizenship and be able to become citi-
zens of Estonia, and it was a very con-
troversial act. It was understandable,
the reaction by the people of Estonia,
but it was the law that was passed that
raised very serious problems for the
international community. CSCE sent a
communication to the President of Es-
tonia.
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Many of the Council of Europe sent
communications to Estonia and asked
the President to please reconsider that
act, even though the local political en-
vironment, the only people that can
vote in Estonia are Estonians. The
Russian-speaking population, over one-
third, are not permitted to vote. So the
constituency did not want to see a
change in that law of aliens. They
thought it was appropriate, considering
the historical aspects of why the Rus-
sian-speaking population had come to
HEstonia.

But it was wrong, the law. And we
spoke out against it and we sent com-
munications to the people. We had a
chance when we arrived in Estonia to
meet with the Prime Minister, Mr.
Laar, a very young person, and the
Foreign Minister, Mr. Velliste, as well
as the minister who is in charge of ne-
gotiations between Russia and Estonia,
Mr. Lujak. We had a chance to also
meet with the representatives from the
various Russian-speaking groups, in-
cluding the community of Narva,
which is up in the northeast and is a
majority, overwhelming majority, of
Russian-speaking people, that border
the Russian Federation, to talk about
the problems, to open up dialogue, to
try to get changes made in the law of
aliens that we thought were improper,
that put too much subjectivity as to
whether the Russian-speaking people
who had lived in Estonia for many
years and considered themselves to be
Estonians, would get the full protec-
tion of citizenship in that country, in-
cluding the right to vote and partici-
pate fully in the economic activities of
their society. And we were not sure
when we arrived in Estonia whether
that would become a reality.

We were very pleased by the attitude
of the public officials, their willingness
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to accept the recommendations of the
international community, and their
willingness to set up a dialogue with
the representatives from the Russian-
speaking population.

The representatives from the Rus-
sian-speaking population and the rep-
resentatives from the Estonian Govern-
ment were together in making sure
that this issue was resolved peacefully,
through negotiations, and fairly. And
when people are committed to talking
out their problems, we do not have the
bloodshed that took place and is taking
place in the former Yugoslavia, I hope
we were able to avoid that in the Baltic
Republic of Estonia, and I am very op-
timistic that we can. Because the day
that we were there we got some com-
mitments from the Prime Minister of
Estonia as to changes that they antici-
pated would be made.

The following day, July 9, actually
the Parliament acted late July 8, the
day we were there, and the following
day we received the results of the ac-
tion taken by the Estonian Parliament
to modify the law affecting the Rus-
sian-speaking people who are in Esto-
nia.

I must tell you I was very dis-
appointed when I saw the international
press account of it that evening, be-
cause the international press account
tried to provoke some controversy be-
tween the Russian-speaking people and
the Estonians, when in reality the
changes made by the Estonia par-
liament were those suggestions that
were made by CSCE and the Council of
Europe. And we received a communique
from the European Community in sup-
port and thankful of what the Govern-
ment of Estonia did to change their
laws, to protect the Russian-speaking
people that live in Estonia today.

We also received a communique not
only from the Estonian Government,
but from the representatives from the
Russian-speaking population in Esto-
nia, speaking to the fact that a round-
table discussion has taken place and
will continue to take place; that a
mechanism has been set up for the Rus-
sian-speaking representatives to meet
on a regular basis with the Estonian of-
ficials so they can resolve not just the
citizenship laws affecting the people of
Estonia, but also local governance is-
sues, economic issues, passports, all
the other aspects. Some of the people
in Estonia may very well want to be-
come Russian citizens, or may want to
become citizens of other countries, but
need protection while they are in Esto-
nia. And these dialogues we are very
optimistic will work out the status of
what is taking place in that country.

So we were extremely optimistic that
the CSCE process is working; that we
were able here to hopefully avoid prob-
lems that have taken place in too
many of the new republics of Europe.

I think it really speaks to the fact
that our presence, the presence of the
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United States in these meetings, has
had very, very positive results. The
people of the Baltic Republics re-
minded us of how important it was for
the United States to stand by them
when their voices were not being heard
by any other people.

They specifically wanted me to bring
back and mention to the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] their very
deep appreciation for the delegation
that the gentleman led there 2 years
ago during the darkest moments in the
Baltic Republics, when people were
being slaughtered on the streets and it
was the U.S. delegation that arrived
that gave the people of the Baltic Re-
publics hope to stand by their convic-
tions.

Estonia has avoided violence. It
avoided violence during that period of
time.

So I really want to speak of how
pleased the gentlewoman from New
York [Mr. SLAUGHTER] and I were to
participate in those meetings in Flor-
ida and how pleased we were that the
process appears to be working.

Now, I want to make it clear, it is far
from resolved. Whenever you have such
a large number of people, and some are
extremely radical, on both sides, the
chances of serious problems erupting is
there. But we are convinced that by
our presence and our continued inter-
est in working with the government
and the representatives of the Russian-
speaking population, that we can make
a very constructive part of resolving
their problems. So we were very
pleased to participate in that meeting
on behalf of our delegation.

Mr. HOYER. If the gentleman will
yield, the CSCE, which was signed in
1975 by President Ford, as the gen-
tleman knows was controversial. It was
controversial because it was perceived
perhaps as the Soviet Union winning a
recognition of the de facto borders that
then existed in Europe.

It created not a bureaucracy, not a
structure of people, but it created a
mechanism for communication, and
created international meetings on a
regular basis.

What we found during the course of
those meetings was that as people dis-
cussed the principles that have now be-
come essentially the principles of the
international community, principles of
which, frankly, the United States is
one of the principal proponents and ex-
amples of in the world, it was found
that the discussion of these principles
and ideas, particularly as they were ap-
plied to specific cases of individuals
whose human rights or individual
rights had been violated, or groups of
people whose rights had been violated,
ultimately could not stand up to the
light of day and the light of discussion.

Your visit, along with the gentle-
woman from New York [Ms. SLAUGH-
TER] to Estonia, and your representa-
tion that the international community
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cares about this situation, that the
international community is prepared
to honestly participate in trying to
solve this, went a significant way to-
ward deescalating, as the gentleman
points out, a very tense situation, that
could and might still erupt in a violent
confrontation.

It is this process that has been cre-
ated that will ultimately lead to a new
world order of resolving differences
through discussion, debate, com-
promise, and agreement, that will ulti-
mately make for a safer, more secure
world. And as we in this country grap-
ple today and this week and next week
and the week thereafter in strengthen-
ing our own economy, to create jobs
and opportunity for this generation
and generations to come in this coun-
try, the opportunities for our young
people in the future will be greatly en-
hanced if we have success in creating
an international community that re-
solves its differences, not through vio-
lence, but through cooperation, discus-
sion, and agreement.

Mr. CARDIN. I think the gentleman
has stated that very, very well. It cer-
tainly is in the interest of this country
for our participation. I really appre-
ciate the Speaker’s appointment to the
Commission. I have now been a mem-
ber of the Commission I guess for now
2 weeks, and I am really looking for-
ward to working with you on these is-
sues.

It is clear, and I think the American
people understand the security issues
involved in our meetings in CSCE, and
on human rights we have taken the
leadership role internationally on
human rights, and I think the people of
this Nation are proud of the role we
have played. And the Helsinki Commis-
sion is known for its statements on
human rights.
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Also, now the economic issues, the
environmental issues are going to be-
come more and more important. You
mentioned that we pushed tough envi-
ronmental standards internationally.
We are all suffering from what hap-
pened at Chernobyl. We do not want to
see another Chernobyl. We know, for
example, that the nuclear power facili-
ties do not have the safety standards in
the former Republics of the Soviet
Union that they should.

We spoke out about that. It is in the
interest of the people of this Nation. It
is in the interest of all of the citizens
of the participating states of CSCE to
be concerned about these issues.

Sometimes I know it is difficult for
our constituents to understand our par-
ticipation in these international
groups, but it is clear to me that the
Helsinki Commission has had a history
of very effectively representing the
rights of this country and the interests
of this country in these meetings.

I very much look forward to working
with you to hopefully resolve problems
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so0 they do not make the front pages of
the paper. That is our objective, to
avoid the types of tragedies that we
have seen too freguently in this world.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman.

R —

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. BEVILL (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT), for today, on account of
wife's illness.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DREIER) fo revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. CUNNINGHAM, for 60 minutes
today, and on July 16, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23,
26, 27, 28, 29, 30, and August 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,
and September 7, 8, 9, 10, 13, 14, 15, 18,
17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27, 28, 29, 30, and Oc-
tober 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 18,
19, 20, 21, 22, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, and No-
vember 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16,
17, 18, 19, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 29, 30, and De-
cember 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 13, 14, 15, 16,
17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27, 28, 29, 30, and 31.

Mr. DREIER, for 60 minutes, on Octo-
ber 5.

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming, for 5 min-
utes today.

Mr. KINGSTON, for 60 minutes each
day, on July 20, 21, and 22.

Mr. WELDON, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. LOWEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mrs. LOWEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. SABO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CARDIN, for 60 minutes, today.

Mr. OBEY, for 60 minutes each day, on
July 15, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30,
and August 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.

Mr. OWENS, for 60 minutes each day,
on August 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and September 8,
9, 10, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27,
28, 29, 30, and October 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11,
12, 13, 14, 15, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 25, 26, 27,
28, 29, and November 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10,
11, 12, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26,
29, 30, and December 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10,
13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27, 28,
29, 30, and 31.

Mr. POSHARD, for 60 minutes each
day, on July 19, 20, 21, 22, and 23.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. UNDERWOOD) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. HOYER, for 60 minutes, on July
20.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
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(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DREIER) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. CRANE.

Mr. BEREUTER.

Mr. BLUTE.

Mr. CoLLINS of Georgia.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan.

Mr. EWING.

Mr. GILMAN.

Mr. GOODLING.

Mr. CAMP,

(The following Members (at the re-
guest of Mrs. LOWEY) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. ROSE.

Mr. MANTON.

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER in two instances.

Mr. BROWDER.

Mr. RAHALL.

Ms. SCHENK.

Mr. FAzZIo.

Mr. BROWN of California in three in-
stances.

Mr. OBERSTAR.

Mr. JACOBS.

Mr. MATSUIL

Mr. TRAFICANT.

Mr. WYDEN.

Mrs. KENNELLY.

Mr. SISISKY.

Ms. PELOSI.

Mr. BILBRAY.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.

Mr. COPPERSMITH.

Mr. OWENS.

Mr. DE LUGO.

Mr. DOOLEY.

Ms. KAPTUR.

Mr. MENENDEZ.

Mr. KREIDLER.

Mr. MFUME.

Mr. RICHARDSON.

Mr. CRANE.

Mr. KILDEE.

Mr. BRYANT.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. UNDERWOOD) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Ms. LONG.

Mr. DEUTSCH.

Mr. ROEMER.

Mr. HUGHES.

Mrs. LLOYD.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.

————
SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

5. 409. An act to extend the terms of var-
ious patents, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

5. 616. An act to increase the rates of com-
pensation for veterans with service-con-
nected disabilities and the rates of depend-
ency and indemnity compensation for the
survivors of certain disabled veterans; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

S. 1130. An act to provide for continuing
authorization of Federal employee leave
transfer and leave bank programs, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.
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ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled a bill of the House
of the following title, which was there-
upon signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 1189. An act to entitle certain ar-
mored car crew members to lawfully carry a
weapon in any State while protecting the se-
curity of valuable goods in interstate com-
merce in the service of an armored car com-
pany.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 21 minutes p.m.)
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, July 19, 1993, at
noon.

| ——

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

1597. A letter from the President and
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United
States, transmitting a report involving Unit-
ed States exports to South Africa, pursuant
to 12 U.S.C. 635(b)(3)(i); to the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

1598. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting
copies of the report of political contributions
by Jeffrey Davidow, of Virginia, to be Am-
bassador to the Republic of Venezuela; Don-
ald C. Johnson, of Texas, to be Ambassador
to Mongolia; James J. Blanchard, of Michi-
gan, to be Ambassador to Canada; Walter C.
Carrington, of Maryland, to be Ambassador
to the Republic of Nigeria; and Thomas J.
Dodd, of the District of Columbia, to be Am-
bassador to the Oriental Republic of Uru-
guay, and members of their families, pursu-
ant to 22 U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on
Natural Resources. H.R. 1305. A bill to make
boundary adjustments and other miscellane-
ous changes to authorities and programs of
the National Park Service; with amendments
(Rept. 103-178). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. DINGELL: Committee on Energy and
Commerce. H.R. 2239. A bill to authorize ap-
propriations for the Securities and Exchange
Commission, and for other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. 103-179), Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 1758. A bill to revise, codify, and enact
without substantive change certain general
and permanent laws, related to transpor-
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tation, as subtitles II, and V-X of title 49,
United States Code, '‘Transportation', and
to make other technical improvements in
the Code; with an amendment (Rept. 103-180).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. SWETT:

H.R. 2642. A bill to provide for financing of
certain recreational facilities in the White
Mountain National Forest; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WYDEN:

H.R. 2643. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for a biennial
report on nutrition and health by the Sur-
geon General of the Public Health Service; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. BRYANT:

H.R. 2644. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for the Legal Services Corporation, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FARR:

H.R. 2645. A bill to provide for the disposal
of certain surplus real property located at
Fort Ord, CA; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. HUNTER (for himself and Mr.
CUNNINGHAM):

H.R. 2646, A bill to direct that certain Fed-
eral financial benefits be provided only to
citizens and nationals of the United States;
jointly, to the Committees on Ways and
Means, Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs,
and Argiculture.

By Mr. KREIDLER:

H.R. 2647. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide that the effective
date of any changes in benefits under the
Servicemen's Group Life Insurance program
shall be based on the International Date
Line; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. McCLOSKEY (for himself, Ms.
NorTON, Mrs. MINK, Mrs. MORELLA,
Mr. MORAN, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mrs.
UNSOELD, Mr. DICKS, Mr. JAcoBsS, Mr.
TOWNS, Mr. SBANDERS, Mr, JOHNSON of
South Dakota, and Mr. WILLIAMS):

H.R. 2648. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to ensure the availability of
Federal health insurance, life insurance, and
retirement benefits with respect to certain
Federal employees serving under temporary
appointments; to the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service.

By Mr. MINGE (for himself, Mr. PENNY,
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
VENTO, and Mr. OBERSTAR):

H.R. 2649. A bill to authorize States and po-
litical subdivisions of States to control the
movement of municipal solid waste gen-
erated within their jurisdictions; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. HUGHES:

H.R. 2650. A bill to designate portions of
the Maurice River and its tributaries in the
State of New Jersey as components of the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System; to
the Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. OBERSTAR:

H.R. 2651. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to provide for
confined spoil disposal facilities, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation.

By Mr. ROEMER:

H.R. 2652. A bill to amend the Public

Health Service Act to provide for the estab-
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lishment through the National Institutes of

Health of a data system and an information

clearinghouse with respect to rare diseases;

to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.
By Mr. SANTORUM:

H.R. 2653. A bill to amend section 6(d) of
the U.S. Housing Act of 1937 to increase the
amount of payments made by public housing
agencies in lieu of paying State, city, coun-
ty, and local taxes, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs.

By Mr. SARPALIUS (for himself, Mr.
ENcGLISH of Oklahoma, Mr. STENHOLM,
Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. ED-
WARDS of Texas, Mr. LAUGHLIN, Mr.
ANDREWS of Texas, Mr. PETE GEREN
of Texas, Mr. BROOKS, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr.
CHAPMAN, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. HALL of
Texas, Mr. VOLEMER, Mr. MONTGOM-
ERY, Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. ORTON, Mr.
PENNY, Mr. HAYES, Ms. EsHoO, Mr.
McCURDY, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr.
JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. YOUNG
of Alaska, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. DORNAN,
Mr. BKEEN, Mr. WILSON, Mr. HANSEN,
Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. WILLIAMS,

Mr. EMERSON, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr.
STUMP, Mr. BONILLA, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. HuTToO, Mr.

MANZULLO, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. BARRETT
of Nebraska, Mr. COLEMAN, and Mr.
PETERSON of Minnesota):

H.R. 2654. A bill to authorize the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to exempt certain small landfills
from the groundwater monitoring require-
ments contained in landfill regulations pro-
mulgated by the Agency; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce,

By Ms. SHEPHERD (for herself, Mrs.
SCHROEDER, Ms. FURSE, Mr. MILLER
of California, Mr. VENTO, Mr. BEILEN-
SON, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
WAXMAN, and Mr. EDWARDS of Cali-
fornia):

H.R. 2655. A bill to prohibit the Secretary
of Defense from carrying out the launch of a
missile as part of a test program in any case
in which an unavoidable or anticipated re-
sult of the launch would be the release of de-
bris in a land area of the United States out-
side a designated Department of Defense test
range; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. SUNDQUIST:

H.R. 2656. A bill to encourage States to en-
sure the quality of private security services,
and the competence of private security offi-
cer personnel, by authorizing funds for that
purpose; jointly, to the Committees on the
Judiciary and Education and Labor.

By Mr. TAUZIN:

H.R. 2657. A bill to direct the Coast Guard
to establish the Gulf of Mexico Regional
Fisheries Law Enforcement Training Center;
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. TAUZIN (for himself and Mr.
LANCASTER):

H.R. 2658. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Transportation to establish a program to
evaluate the technological feasibility and
environmental benefits of having tank ves-
sels carry oil spill prevention and response
technology; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. WAXMAN (for himself, Mr.
HALL of Texas, Mr. ROWLAND, Mr.
Towns, Mr. UproN, Mr. KLuG, and
Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut):

H.R. 2659. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to revise and extend pro-
grams relating to the transplantation of or-
gans and of bone marrow; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.
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By Mr. WYNN:

H.R. 2660. A bill to amend the act known as
the *‘Miller Act” to raise the value of con-
tracts for which performance bonds and pay-
ment bonds are required under that act: to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GRAMS (for himself, Mr. BE-
REUTER, Mr. LEACH, Mr. SMITH of
Iowa, Mr. McCoLLUM, Mr. NUSSLE,
Mr. PETRI, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska,
Mr. EMERSON, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr.
LIGHTFOOT, Ms. DANNER, Mr. TALENT,
and Mr. WHEAT):

H.R. 2661. A bill to enhance the availability
of credit in disaster areas by reducing the
regulatory burden imposed upon insured de-
pository institutions to the extent such ac-
tion is consistent with the safety and sound-
ness of the institutions; to the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. RICHARDSON (for himself, Mr.

MACHTLEY, Mr. MFUME, Ms. Ros-
LEHTINEN, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. TORRES,
Mr. PASTOR, Mr. Towns, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. DE

Luco, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. PETERSON of
Minnesota, Mr. LEWIS of California,
Mr. BILBRAY, and Mr. MATSUI):

H.R. 2662. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to modify the small business and
capital ownership development program, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Small Business.

By Mr. SANGMEISTER (for himself,
Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr.
PETERSON of Minnesota, and Mr,
HASTINGS):

H.R. 2663. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to improve the ability of the
United States to attract and retain qualified
air traffic controllers by offering controllers
premium pay for Saturday work, and by rais-
ing the controller differential from 5 to 15
percent; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. VOLKMER (for himself and Mr.
GUNDERSON):

H.R. 2664. A bill to achieve needed savings
in net Federal expenditures under the milk
price support program through establish-
ment of a milk producer self-help program to
dispose of surplus dairy products, expand ex-
ports, and stabilize the market for milk and
dairy products, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Ms. MALONEY (for herself, Mr.
BILIRAKIS, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. MANTON, Mr.
GILMAN, Ms. LOWEY, Mr. RAVENEL,
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. BATE-

MAN, Mr. FAzio, Mr. SHAYS, Mr.
MCNULTY, Mr. STUDDS, and Mr. DEL-
LUMS):

H. Con. Res. 122. Concurrent resolution
concerning the Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

By Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts:

H. Con. Res. 123. Concurrent resolution en-
couraging United States businesses to adopt
a voluntary code for applying internation-
ally recognized human rights principles
when engaging in commerce in the People's
Republic of China; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

By Mr. COBLE:

H.J. Res. 231. Joint resolution to designate
the week of November 6, 1994, as ‘‘National
Elevator and Escalator Safety Awareness
Week''; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. DELLUMS:

H.J. Res, 232. Joint resolution to designate

the 10-year period beginning January 1, 1994,
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as the National Decade of Historic Preserva-
tion; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. KLEIN:

H.J. Res. 233. Joint resolution designating
the oak as the national arboreal emblem of
the United States; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori-
als were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

224. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
House of Representatives of the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania, relative to saving
the rain forests; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

225. Also, memorial of the Senate of the
State of Washington, relative to the spotted
owl; jointly, to the Committees on Agri-
culture and Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

————

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

Mr. EDWARDS of Texas introduced a bill
(H.R. 2665) to authorize the Secretary of
Transportation to issue a certificate of docu-
mentation with appropriate endorsement for
employment in the coastwise trade and fish-
eries for the vessel Compass Rose, which was
referred to the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries.

| ———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 133: Mr. MEEHAN,

H.R. 299: Mr. WYDEN and Mr. RICHARDSON.

H.R. 417: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. CRANE, and
Mr. QUILLEN,

H.R. 466: Mr. KENNEDY and Ms. FURSE.

H.R. 509: Mr. CALVERT.

H.R. 544: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey.

H.R. 642: Mr. BAKER of California.

H.R. 688: Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mrs. LLOYD,
and Mr. TUCKER.

H.R. T02: Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. PoMBO, Mr.
WASHINGTON, Mr. MILLER of Florida, and Mr.
ORTON,

H.R. 749: Mr. SERRANO.

. 769: Ms. DELAURO.

. 794; Mr. SKEEN and Mrs. MEEK.

. B14: Mr. MEEHAN.

. 830: Mr. BLUTE and Mr. GOODLATTE.
.R. 833: Ms. SNOWE and Mr. MACHTLEY.

H.R. 883: Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr.
SHAYS, and Mr. KiM.

H.R. 886: Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. BONILLA, Mr.
ORTON, Mr. KOLBE, and Mr. THOMAS of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 911: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina and
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

H.R. 915: Mr. WYNN, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Ms.
NoRrTON, and Ms. McCKINNEY.

H.R. 963: Mr. STUPAK.

H.R. 1006; Mr. THOMAS of California.

H.R. 1095: Mr. TORKILDSEN.

H.R. 1141: Mr. INSLEE, Mr. BARCIA of Michi-
gan, Mr. WALsH, Mr. TANNER, Ms. SHEPHERD,
Mr. McCLOSKEY, Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas,
Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. VALENTINE, and Mr.
BAKER of Louisiana.

H.R. 1149: Mr. KREIDLER.

H.R. 1151: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. STUPAK, Mr.
ANDREWS of Maine, and Ms. NORTON.
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H.R. 1195: Mr. PETRI.

H.R. 1200: Mr. FoRD of Tennessee.

H.R. 1237: Mr. WYNN, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
Mr. NADLER, Mr. Evans, and Ms. McKINNEY.
H.R. 1245: Mr. BERMAN and Mr. DELLUMS,

H.R. 1312: Mr. ENcLISH of Oklahoma and
Mr. SMITH of Oregon.

H.R. 1403: Mr. TORRES, Mr. TownNs, Mr. DE
LA GARZA, Mr. DEUTSCH, and Mr, SERRANO.

H.R. 1434: Ms. BYRNE.

H.R. 1475: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas and Mr.
INHOFE.

H.R. 1480: Mr. Barca of Wisconsin, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, and Mr. EMERSON.

H.R. 1505: Mr. DOOLITTLE and Mr. ROYCE.

H.R. 1521: Ms. VELAZQUEZ and Mr. DEL-
LUMS.

H.R. 1551: Mr. ORTON, Mr. CRAMER, Mr.
BROWDER, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. LEWIS of Florida,
Mr. STUMP, and Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.

H.R. 1604: Mr. QUINN, Mr. BARRETT of Wis-
consin, Mr. SHAYS, and Mrs. ROUKEMA.

H.R. 1605: Mr. KING.

H.R. 1608: Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. INHOFE, Mr.
MARKEY, Mr. DEFAZI10O, Mr. FAzio, Mr. GEJD-
ENSON, and Mr. HEFLEY,

H.R. 1707: Mr. HASTINGS.

H.R. 1821: Mr. GILMAN.

H.R. 1887: Mr. FIELDS of Texas, Mrs. MEY-
ERS of Kansas, and Mr, WYNN,

H.R. 1921: Mr. BACHUS of Alabama and Mr.
WYNN,

H.R. 1980: Mr. RICHARDSON,

H.R. 1981: Mr. QUINN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr.
KyL, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. McCLOSKEY, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. GEKAS, Mr.
BALLENGER, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr.
HoBsoN, and Mr. VALENTINE.

H.R. 2094: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

H.R. 2121: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr.
PAXON, Mr. GOODLATTE, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio,
Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. MCHUGH,
Ms. FURSE, Mr. KREIDLER, Mr. GALLO, Mr.
PORTMAN, Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin, Mr.
SARPALIUS, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. PAYNE of New
Jersey, Mr. TayLoR of Mississippi, Mr.
STUMP, Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr. HORN,
and Mr. SENSENBRENNER.

H.R. 2292: Mr. GONZALEZ and Mr. GINGRICH.

H.R. 2305: Mr. ANDREWS of Texas, Mr.
BONILLA, Mr. BROOKS, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. DE LA
GARZA, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. EDWARDS of Texas,
Mr. FiELDs of Texas, Mr. FILNER, Mr. PETE
GEREN of Texas, Mr. HALL of Texas, Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
LAUGHLIN, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. RICH-
ARDSON, Mr. SARPALIUS, Ms. SCHENK, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SMITH
of Texas, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. TEJEDA, Mr.
TORRES, Mr. WASHINGTON, and Mr. WILSON.

H.R. 2310: Mr. TOWNS.

H.R. 2346: Mr. LEHMAN and Mr. PETRL

H.R. 2365: Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut, Mr.
HINCHEY, and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 2370: Mr. FROST, Mr. JEFFERSON, and
Mr. APPLEGATE.

H.R. 2488: Mr. CONYERS and Mr. DIXON.

H.R. 2572: Mr. JEFFERSON.

H.R. 2607: Mr. ABERCROMBIE and Mr.
MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 2626: Mr. BRowN of Ohio, Mr. GORDON,
and Ms. MALONEY.

H.J. Res. 103:
PORTMAN,

H.J. Res. 106: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey,
Mr. BAESLER, Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, Mr.
HEFNER, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr.
MURPHY, Mr. UNDERWOOD, and Mr. WOLF.

H.J. Res. 118;: Mr. CARR and Mr. YoUuNG of
Florida.

H.J. Res. 119: Mr. BArcA of Wisconsin, Mr.
BARLOW, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. YOUNG of Florida,
and Mr. YoUnG of Alaska.

Mr. DEFazio and Mr.
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H.J, Res. 131: Mr. TANNER, Mr. ScoTT, Mr.
PETERsON of Florida, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr. JOHNSTON of Flor-
ida, Mr, EMERSON, Mrs. CLAYTON, and Mr.
PASTOR.

H.J. Res. 165: Mr. SAXTON, Mr. UNDERWOOD,
Mr. POSHARD, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. PAYNE of New
Jersey, and Mr. RANGEL.

H.J. Res. 198: Mr. EMERSON, Mr. FIELDS of
Texas, Mr. TANNER, Mr. HASTERT, and Mr.
BILBRAY.

H.J. Res. 202: Mr.
MCDERMOTT, and Mr. OWENS.

H.J. Res. 204: Mr. SPRATT, Mr. McNULTY,
Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. MAZZoOLI,
Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. JACOBS,
Mr. 8ABO, and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H.J. Res. 205: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON
of Texas, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr.
McDERMOTT, Mr. KAsICH, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr.
GORDON, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. PETERSON of Flor-
ida, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. BARCIA
of Michigan, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. STARK, Mr.
CALLAHAN, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. QUINN, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. HYDE, Mr. RoB-
ERTS, Mr. WALSH, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. RANGEL,
Mr. FrosT, Mr. FisH, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr.
SKEEN, Mr. TANNER, Mr, HASTERT, Mr. HAST-
INGS, Mr. MAzzoLl, Mr. McHUGH, Mr.
CRAMER, Mr. LEwIS of Florida, Mr. HOBSON,
Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mrs. MEEK, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. HAYES, Mr.
SHAW, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr,
JoHNsON of South Dakota, Mr. Cox, Mr.
EWING, Mr, FAWELL, and Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H. Con. Res. 6: Mr. HUTTO.

H. Con. Res. 46: Mr. WASHINGTON,

H. Con. Res. 59: Mrs. MORELLA.

H. Con. Res. 84: Mrs. MINK.

H. Con. Res. 107T; Mr. KLINK, Mr. ANDREWS
of New Jersey, and Mr. BONIOR.

H. Con. Res. 110: Mrs. VUCANOVICH.

H. Con. Res. 120: Mr. McCoLLUM, Mr. Doo-
LITTLE, and Mr. SOLOMON.

H. Res. 175: Mr. BaccHUS of Florida.

RANGEL, Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 2010
By Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois:

Page 265, line 2, strike the close quotation
marks and the semicolon.

Page 265, after line 2, insert the following:

*(18) Programs that provide health, edu-
cation, and welfare services that augment
the activities of State and local agencies, to
be carried out in a fiscal year for which the
aggregate amount of funds available to such
agencies is not less than the annual average
aggregate amount of funds available to such
agencies for the period of 3 fiscal years pre-
ceding such fiscal year;".

By Mr. HALL of Ohio:

Page 18, line 20, strike ‘*(14)"" and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

**(14) A program that seeks to eliminate
hunger in communities and rural areas
through service in projects—

*(A) involving food banks, food pantries,
and nonprofit organizations that provide
food during emergencies;

*(B) involving the gleaning of prepared and
unprepared food that would otherwise be dis-
charged as unusable so that the usable por-
tion of such food may be donated to food
banks, food pantries, and other nonprofit or-
ganizations;

‘(C) seeking to address the long-term
causes of hunger through education and the
delivery of appropriate services; or

*(D) providing training in basic health, nu-
trition, and life skills necessary to alleviate
hung’gr in communities and rural areas.

(15"

By Mr. SOLOMON:

Page 247, after line 3, strike the close
quotation marks and the final period.

Page 247, after line 3, insert the following
new subsection:

July 15, 1993

**(d) SPECIFICATION OF BUDGET FUNCTION.—
The authorizations of appropriations con-
tained in this section shall be considered to
be a component of budget function 500 as
used by the Office of Management and Budg-
et to cover education, training, employment,
and social services, and, as such, shall be
considered as related to the programs of the
Departments of Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education for budgetary pur-
poses.”".

Page 284, after line 4, insert the following
new paragraph:

**(5) SPECIFICATION OF BUDGET FUNCTION.—
The authorizations of appropriations con-
tained in this subsection shall be considered
to be a component of budget function 500 as
used by the Office of Management and Budg-
et to cover education, training, employment
and social services, and, as such, shall be
considered as related to the programs of the
Departments of Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education for budgetary pur-
poses.’”’.

By Mr. STUMP:

Page 79, strike line 18 through 23 and insert
the following:

‘(a) AMOUNTS GENERALLY.—EXxcept as pro-
vided in subsection (b), an individual de-
scribed in section 146(a) who successfully
completes a required term of services in an
approved national service position shall re-
ceive a national service educational award
having a value, for each of not more than 2
of such terms of service, equal to—

*(1) 12 times the monthly rate used for the
calculation of basic educational assistance
allowances under section 3015(a)(1) of title 38,
United States Code, as in effect on the date
of the completion of such term of service;
multiplied by

**(2) 80 percent.”
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